
DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 093 427 JC 740 240

AUTHOR Goodwin, Gregory L.
TITLE A Social Panacea: A History of the Community-Junior

College Ideology.
PUB DATE Sep 73
NOTE 316p.

EDRS PRICE
DESCRIPTORS

MF-$0.75 HC-$15.00 PLUS POST GE
*Community Colleges; Educational Change; *Educational
History; Educational Practice; *Educational Theories;
HistoriCal Reviews; *Junior Colleges; *Social
Influences

ABSTRACT
This examination of the community- junior college

ideology is divided into the following areas: (1) an introductory
historical review of the development of the community- junior college
movement; (2) the junior college and the age of efficiency
(1890-1920); (3) the rise of "terminal education" (1920-1941),
including the emphasis on "social intelligence," vocational
curricula, selectivity, guidance, and the impact of the depression;
and (4) acceptance without understanding (1945 to the present),
including guidance, vocational-technical education, and the impact of
WW II and the Cold War. The fifth and final chapter deals with the
problem of the terminal student, vocational versus general education,
and minority groups and the "open door." An emphasis is placed
throughout the study on the lives and theories of major spokesmen of
the movement. A 25-page bibliography is provided. (KM)



Cr.gory L. r;oodwin
A SOCIAL PANACi'A: A HISTORY OF

TUE COMMUNITY-JUNIOR courcE

Bakersfield

Bakersfield, California 93305

.
We are submitting this at level
It because of marginal legibility
of some sections. if you feel)\
it iA appropriate for level

_please process it at level T.



`41

'41-1,;OFYiaAiLAIAE

BEST COPY k

A SOCIAL PANACEA:

A HISTORY OF TH.3
COMMUNITY-JUNIOR COLLEGE IDEOLOGY

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Gregory L. Goodwin

Bakersfield, California
September, 1973



2

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Numerous people provided the personal and professional support that

enabled me to complete this book. Members of my doctoral committee at the

University of Illinois at Urbana-ChampaignDrs. Terry O'Banion, Jo Ann Fley,

Clarence Karier, Robert Pingry, Paul Riegel, and Paul Violas- -wore all help-

ful beyond words. Dr. O'Banion in particular supported my research efforts

after the dissertation stage. His guidance and personal encouragement were

immensely valuable.

Many librarians throughout the nation, from Washington, D.C., to Cali-

fornia, fr3ely offered needed assistance. Facilities granted to me at the

University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign and at the Los Angeles and Santa

Barbara campuses of the University of California were much appreciated and

fully used.. Mr. Jack Gernhart of the staff of the American Association of

Community and Junior Colleges in Washington, D.C. was remarkably helpful in

providing materials and workspace for my investigation there.

A grant from the National Endowment for the Humanities enabled me to

carry my research into areas of significance untouched by my doctoral 3tudy.

Without such help, I could not have completed this work.

My wife, Peggy, provided needed encouragement and was my most careful

and competent assistant in the preparation of the manuscript. Added to her

responsibilities as wife, mother, and teacher, her burden was not an easy one.

Others, to:numerous to mention, reacted to the manuscript and provided

insights and corrections. My appreciation for all those instrumental in the

execution 'sf this work is limitless.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

CHAPTER Page

I. INTRODUCTION. 5

Historical Significance of the Community-Junior
College Movement 6

Definitions 7
National Spokesmen for the Community-Junior

College Movement 11

Stages of Development. 13
Precursors of the Community-Junior College Idea 15

II. THE JUNIOR COLLEGE AND THE AGE OF EFFICIENCY 19

Harper, Jordan, and Lange 20
The Hallmark of Efficiency 24
Evolution and Elitism 31
William Rainey Harper 37
David Starr Jordan 64

Alexis F. Lange 75
Efficiency and the Junior College 86

III. THE RISE OF "TERMINAL EDUCATION" 93

Koos, Eells, and Campbell 95
Other Community-Junior College National Spokesmen

During the 1920ts and 1930ts 116

The Meaning of Junior College Terminal Education 140
The Emphasis Upon Social Intelligence 144
General Education: The Curriculum

for "Social Intelligence" 150
Vocational Curricula 156
Selectivity and Guidance 161

The Impact of the Depression 169
The Lingering Dedication to Efficient

Educational Reorganization 173
Friends and Enemies 178
Rhetoric and Reality 185

IV. ACCEPTANCE WITHOUT UNDERSTANDING 189

New Spokesmen for the Community-Junior
College Movement 193

Continuing Voices from the Past 225
The Impact of World War Two and the Cold War 238
Ideas and Efforts Toward a Vocational-

Technical Education 245



CHAPFER

Developments in Guidance
Wnoro is the "Community College?"

Page

251

25?

V. OLD PROBLEMS AND NEW PROSPECTS 261

The Problem of the Terminal Student 262
Vocational Versus General Education 272
Minority Groups and the "Open Door" 279
Conclusion 287

BIBLIOGRAPHY 290



CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

There appears to be no sound reason to neglect one
of the most rapidly expanding segments of education; one
that is destined to influence American life; one that grows
by reason of its basic concept for better community living;
that is being increasingly geared to present-day industrial
and economic conditions; that aims at the further equaliza-
tion of educational opportunities.

- Jesse P. Bogue 1

The segment of American education that Jesse P. Bogue charged was

being neglected by American historians in 1950 was one that went by

various names: junior colleges, community colleges, two-year colleges,

city colleges, technical institutes, and people's colleges. As Executive

Secretary of the American Association of Junior Colleges (AAJC), an or-

ganization that encompassed institutions with all of the above-mentioned

titles, Bogue was very much aware of the lack of historical materials

describing and explaining the half-century old community-junior college

movement. With over 600 institutions in AAJC by 1950, Bogue had suffi-

cient reason to question why they had escaped the historian's notice.

Now, in 1973, there are over a thousand such institutions in existence,

and there is still precious little information yielding any historical

perspective.

1Jesse P. Bogue, The Community College (New York: McGraw-Hill Book

Co., 1950), p. 135.

5
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Historical SiDnificance of the Communit Junior-College Movement

The phenominal growth of the community-junior college movement does

not itself justify an intensive historical study. But more is involved

in this movement than a mere proliferation of institutions. Major currents

of educational reform, reflecting the hopes and the fears of the larger

American society, have guided the path of the community-junior college

movement. The dominant social value placed upon efficiency, social intelli-

gence, and a rationalized work force had underscored the public acceptance

of the movement. The ostensibly simple debate over reorganizing oublic

education on a 8.4-4 Year Flan or a 6-3-3.2 Year Plan, for instance, was

more than an argument over administrative convenience and economyrather

it reflected an overwhelming concern for efficiency, with efficiency defined

as a moral virtue as well as an economic gain. The progressive education

movement, as another example, which attempted to alter all educational insti-

tutions in the early twentieth century, found that its basic rhetoric became

most permanently embedded in the ideology of the then-blossoming community-

junior college movement. The social importance of curricular reforms in

vocational education and general education was nowhere voiced more strongly

than by spokesmen for the community-junior college. And the birth of the

student personnel movement not only coincided with the birth of the commu-

nity-junior college movementthey were, in fact, meshed together. Still

today the most articulate 'advocates for the ustudont-personnel-point-of-

view,' exist in the nation's community junior-colleges.

Rich as it is in historical significance, the history of the community.

junior college has been little explored. Despite the fact that the history

of the community-junior college intertwines with that of secondary and higher

education, noted historians in both fields have altogether overlooked the



significance of the movement.' Within the community-junior college it has

become a cliche to speak of an identity crisis, partly in recognition of

an unexplored past and partly out of dismay with confusion today.2 Beneath

the omission of the historian and beyond the myopia of the community-junior

college "establishment" lies a fertile field of study. This study seeks

to enter that realm.

Definitions

At the outset it is important to clarify some terminology. In this

study the term "community - junior college" is used as if it were a definite

entity. Actually, the terms "junior college" and "community college" are

more commonly used to refer to particular two-year institutions. The value

of the term "community-junior college" is that it symbolizes the interrela.

tionship between two major ideas in the movement-- (1) that the institutions

shall be integrately bound to their local communities, and (2) that the in-

stitutions shall faithfully duplicate the first two years of four-year,

senior institutions. Furthermore the term "community-junior college" is

historical in nature, reflecting the common roots and development of the

many various two year institutions that today enroll more than half of the

nation's freshmen and sophomore students.

1Three standard histories of American higher education have not
allotted more than five paves collectively to the community-junior college
movement. John S. Brubacher and Willis Rudy, Hither Education in Transition
(New York: Harper & Pow, 1968); Frederick Rudolph, The American College
and University (New York: Vintage Books, 1962); Lawrence Veysey, The emer-
gence of the American University (University of Chicago Press, 196577Very
little is said either about this movement in Lawrence A. Cremin. The Trans-
formation of the School: Progroc;sivism in American Educationi 1876_1957
(New York: Vintage books, 1961 3Tor in Edward A, Krug, The Sharing of the
American High School, 1890-1920 (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press,
WM.

2Doyce E. Nunis and Richard M. Basone, "The Junior College Search for
an Educational Identity," Junior College Journal, XXXIII (November, 1962),
pp. 121-124.
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The community-junior college movement begin as the "junior college°

movement, and it is still known as such to large segments of the educational

community. The nomenclature of community-junior colleges has always been

a problem; as Walter Crosby Fells, an early leader in the movement, observed

in his day: "The only way you know whether an institution was a junior

college or not was when it identified itself as such." Since World War II,

the title of "community college" has been gaining increasing acceptance,

but the 1971 American Association of JC's Directory still listed more "jun-

ior colleges" than "community colleges," although the trend throughout the

1950's and 1960's has been toward the name of "community colleges."2 In

1972, the AA of JC changed its name to the American Association of Community'

and Junior Colleges in recognition of this trend.

.While private junior colleges have not generally been eager to trans-

form themselves into " community colleges," since they often draw students

from various sections of the nation, they do share a common history and are

a part of the overall development of the "community-junior college movement."

Four times as many private junior colleges as public ones were represented

in the 1920 meeting in St. Louis that founded AAJC, but that ratio has been

nearly reversed in 1971 AAJC membership.3

The early junior colleges focused primarily upon transfer programs

and what was labeled citizenship training. The emphasis upon trade and

technical skills, evident today in the community-junior college movement,

did not develop significatnly until the 1930's. The vocational education

1From an interview with Michael Brick, cited in Brick's and
Focus, p. 36.

2Diroctory of the American Association of Junior Colleges, 1971
(1/ashinc-ton, D.C.: Anorican Association of Junior Collei-ji7797TI
pp.10)-116.

3Brick, Forlim and Focus, pp. 197-199; Directory of AAJC, 1971, P. 88.
According to tho 1971 AAJC Directory, there were 647 public'and 244 private
institutional members.
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movement at the turn of the century, agitated by debates between William

Torrey Harris and Calvin M. Woodward, is scarcely noticeable in the rhe-

toric of early junior college leaders. The founding fathers of the commu-

nity-junior college movement did not envision the junior college as a place

for the masses, but rather as an institution for "semi-professionals,"--a

class of workers clearly above the level of the common laborer but just as

clearly below the professional elite of society.

It is no easier to define "ideology" than it is to define the "commu-

nity-junior college movement." The term "ideology" has a variety of' mean-

ings, historically and in common usage.' From Marx and Mannheim it has

gained a negative connotation of falseness, of a lofty rationale created

by a group to conceal selfish economic and social interests. Modern so-

ciologists, political scientists, and historians, however, often use the

concept as a mental reflection of, or a part of, reality without assuming

it to be a subterfuge. The term generally differs from related concepts- -

such as purposes, goals, objectives, etc.--in that (1) it deals in partic-

ular with the ideas of groups as applied to their actual or idealized so-

ciety; (2) it implies that ideas need to be understood in their particular

situations; and (3) it assumes the ability of an objective observer to deter-

mine the relationship of ideas to group interests. These elements are evi-

dent in most conceptions of "ideology," and they can be detected in Louis

Wirth's appraisal of Karl Mannheim:

He has succeeded in showing that ideologies, i.e. those
complexes of ideas which direct activity toward the maintenance
of the existing order, and utopias--or those complexes of ideas
which tend to generate activities toward change in the prevailing

'See Nigel Harris, Peliefs in Society: The Problem of Ideology
(London: C. A. '..atts & 7o.. 19b31.
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order--do not merely reflect thought from the object of observa-
tion, but also serve to fix attention upon aspects of the situa-
tion which otherwise would be obscurred or pass unnoticed.'

The general working definition of "ideology" used in this study is

as follows: the integrated body of ideas -- assumptions, assertiona, theo-

ries and aims - -of a group which emerges when ideals are stated and actions

are proposed. This definition is in keeping with the one employed by his-

torians Michael Kate and Merrill 'D. Peterson:

The term "ideology" is given to that syntheses of ideas and
representations designed to state an ideal and to motivate action.
It may be true in some of its parts; but it is a gross oversimpli-
fication both of history and of the existing situation, the true
recognition of which would not be in accord with the feelings and
interests of the men who advance the ideology.2

It is no coincidence that studies of ideology became popular during the

era that the ideologies of communism and fascism were challenging democratic

beliefs; these foreign and alien systems of ideas could be quite easily

understood as idealistic covers for self-seeking and nefarious schemes.

An analysis of domestic ideas is less likely to meet the assumption that

ideological pronouncements and actual intentions are at variance. Perhaps

more agreement could be found if such an analysis purported only to dissect

the "social ideas" of men, as Merle Curti set out to do in his study of

various American educators.3

1Karl Mannheim, Ideology and Utopia (New York: Harcourt, Brace & Co.,
1936) p. xxiii.

2This definition originated with Merrill D. Peterson, The Jefferson
Image in the Amieican Mind (New York: Oxford University Press, 1966T p. 21,
and was adopted by Michael Kate, The Irony of E-Tly_School Reform (Cambridge,
Massachusetts: Harvard University cross, 196d) p,

3Merle Curti, The Social Ideas of American Educators (Patterson, N.J.:
Pageant Books, Inc., 1959).
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Despite the acknowledged difficulties in defining the exact nature

of both "community-junior colleges" and "ideology," this study nonetheless

attempts to determine the relaticnship between the two. It is hoped that

what's lost in the way of precision will be compensated for by a broader,

more encompassing perspective on the identity of the community-junior col-

lege movoment--an identity revealing both the ideal and the actual purposes

of the movement.

Naltalaisptoltren For the Community - Junior College Movement

Brown and Mayhew have noted that the multiple purposes of community-

junior colleges are "partly the result of historical accident and partly

the result of an unusually effective group of theorists."1 In regard to

the latter, Brown and Mayhew referred to the writings of Leonard V. Koos,

Walter C. Eells, James Reynolds, Leland Medsker, and Edmund Gleazer. In

order to identify a larger number of important community-junior college

national spokesmen, this study tallied all indexed workS relating to two-

year colleges in the Readers' Guide (Poole's Guide for pre-1900 listings)

and the Education Index. The names of authors that appeared frequently

(arbitrarily defined as a minimum of ten entries) were considered probable

spokesmen for the cj movement.2

1Hugh Frown and Lewis B. Mayhew, American ffivher Education
(New York: Center for Applied Research in Education, Inc., 19657 p. 37.

2
This system cf selection was not considered a guarantee that impor-

tant, influential community college leaders would not be overlooked.,nor
was it considered a guarantee that some less important, uninfluential per-
sons would not be included. It was assumed, however, that the publishing
criterion would be sufficient to produce a broad enough cross-section of

community - junior college leaders that their writings would reveal the com-
munity-junior college ideology, probably with considerable overlapping.
This assumption was supported in a study by Jack H. Aldridge, "A Compara-
tive Study of Ideas and Theories, Concerning Junior Colleges, of Educational
Leaders: 1900-1935 and 1945 -19b0" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation,
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The names of community-junior college spokesmen which wore determined by

this publishing criterion wore as fellows:

Jesse P. Bogue
Doak S. Campbell
C. C. Clovert
Walter Crosby Eells
Edmund J. Gloazer, Jr.
John W. Harbeson
William Rainey Harper
Robert M. Hutchins
B. Lamar Johnson
David Starr Jordan

Leonard V. Koos
Alexis F. Lange
S. V. Martorana
Leland L. Medsker
Nicholas Ricciardi
James W. Reynolds
Lewis W. Smith
James H. Wood
George F. Zook

The selection proved to be satisfactory in terms of the distribution of the

spokesmen over the span of years in the study and also in terms of their

geographic distribution. Robert M Hutchins proved to be more a self-appointed

spokesman for the community.junior college movement, and S. V. Martorana

proved to be ideologically unfathomable because his writings were largely

limited to descriptions of state legislation and organizational patterns.

Overall, however, I found the writings of these men to contain ample evi-

dence of ideological positions. The list was not intended to be an exhaus-

tive one, but it was meant to be sufficient to provide substantial insight

into the community-junior college ideology.

The writings of these selected national community-junior college spokes-

men, then, constitute the primary source material for this study. As the

following chapters reveal, the ideology of the community-junior college

movement as expressed by these leaders formed a powerful and unifying force.

Stanford University, 1968). Aldridge constructed a list of influential
community-junior college leaders by asking 55 professors who taught courses
on community - junior colleges and communtv-junior college specialists in
state departments of education to rank-order thirty national community-
junior college leaders. From 36 replies, he constructed a listing of six-
teen leaders as prominent community-junior college leaders: all sixteen
names also appear in this writer's list based on the publishing criterion.
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Argument and division occurred at times, but what stands out the most is the

uniformity of the ideology. Although the rhetoric changed from one genera-

tion to the next, and various purposes were emphasized or do- emphasized

in keeping with the climate of the times, the basic mission of the commu-

nity-junior college as a panecea for social ills remained consistent. These

educational leaders knew the kind of a world they wanted - -a world that would

be orderly, efficient, and productive, and they knew the type of man they

wished to mold--a man with the social conscience to blend harmoniously into

the community and with the skills to perforM his proper role at his proper

level. More than any other level of education, these leaders looked to the

community-junior college as .a social panacea. The elementary schools existed

for the masses and the universities adequately educated the professional elite.

It would be the unique mission of the community-junior college to train men

for "middle management" or as "foremen for society." If such a force of men

were properly developed, it was argued it could reduce possible friction

between the educated elite and the masses. In addition, it could provide

skilled assistants, or "semi-professionals," to relieve at minimum cost the

workload of the talented managers and professionals of the society. The

hierachy of society was never questioned; indeed, it was idealized.

Stages of Development

The community- junior college movement has been consistently concerned

with educational and social efficiency, and it has consistently attempted

to prepare a social class to fill the needs of a developing industrial so-

ciety. Yet within these consistencies there has been four distinct phases

with unique points of emphasis. The initial development of the junior col-

lege idea, and the sporatic institutionalization of that idea, took place
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during tho latter part of the nineteenth century and the early part of the

twentieth century. During this period university leaders headed the move-

ment, and they embraced the junior college as a place where the university

might unload its burden of adolescents. The goal was to free the university

for the higher pursuit of scientific research. Borrowing heavily from the

educational design in Germany, these men saw the advantages of more efficient

social stratifications in the United States. It was thought that higher

education could only be advanced by stratifying various other. educational

levels in keeping with divisions in human talent,

The second stage of the community-junior college movement occurred

between the two world wars. Leaders emerged who were solely committed to

the concept of the community-junior college and who sought independence from

the domination of university spokesmen. Still concerned with "social effi-

ciency," these leaders struggled with the problem presented by the fact that

the so-called "terminal student" aspired to the traditional baccalaureate

degree. Time and again they developed masterly "terminal programs," only

to have them rejected by a status conscious educational consumer.

After World War Two a third stage of the community-junior college move-

ment came about. Germany, after two wars, was no longer an awe-inspiring

model. The fear of communism created in Americans a desire to unify and

seek out enemies, foreign and domestic. Everywhere "citizenship training"

and "general education" were promoted to develop national unity and agree-

ment upon common values. Community-junior college advocates did not lose

sight of the worker, but they rallied around the loftier goal of preparing

loyal citizens.

Most recently the community-junior college movement has shifted once

again to a concern for the proper ordering of society, addressing itself
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specifically to the question of whom is best fit to do what. An increasing

emphasis upon technical and vocation education, particularly for the "termi-

nal student," is everywhere apparent. Always a favorite with local boards,

this goal has increasingly become the target of federal-aid programs. No

longer do the leaders of the community-junior college try to elevate their

position with any claim of producing 1 new and higher class of human talent

in society. Instead, their developing goal is one of producing better honed

cogs, wherever needed, in the existing industrial society;

As distinct as these four stages in the growth and development of com-

munity-junior colleges has been, however, their differences are subordinate

to the overriding mission of the movement as a social panacea. Implicit

in the evangelical rhetoric of the community-junior college movement is the

idea that this booming institution is the best hope for insuring an orderly

society and an efficient economy. For all of its claim of innovation and

rejuvination, the community-junior college movement stands as a profoundly

conservative movement. Its primary objective at all times has been social

stability, not social change.

Precursors of the Community-Junior College Idea

This study's analysis of the community-junior college ideology commences

with the 1890's. Before that time the community-junior college existed more

as an idea than as an ideology. Long before 1896, the year that William

Rainey Harper attached the name of "junior college" to an educational unit

comprising the freshmen and sophomore years in the university, the ideal of

the junior college, if not its name, had already been articulated. In par-

ticular, Henry P. Tappan at the University of Michigan during the 1850's

and William Witts Folwoll at the University of Minnesota in the 1870's stand
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out as university presidents who articulated the junior college idea,

Many of their arguments were incorporated into the rhetoric of twentieth

century advocates of the community-junior college, and thus they deserve

some attention. But Tappan and Folwell are not included in the main body

of this study because they were not the ideological promoters of the commu-

nity-junior college idea; they did not commit themselves fully to the es-

tablishment of such colleges and they did not idealize as much as Harper and

others the role that such colleges would play in the restructuring of Amer-

ican society.

Both Tappan and Folwell were very much impressed by the nature of the

German university where both had gone to pIrsue specialized studies una-

vailable in American higher education in the nineteenth century. Their

pioneering attempts to establish a "true" university in the United States

were not successful, contested as they wee,b,wthe liberal arts tradition

of the established American colleges. Most leaders in American higher

education during the nineteenth century held that their proper concern should

be the development of men of character and social refinement, men with

balanced faculties, not single-minded specialists seeking knowledge in one

isolated field of scholarship.

In Tappan and Folwell's colception of a true university, there was

no room for the traditional college which emphasized cultural refinement

rather than scientific and scholarly achievement. Such general training

was left to the gymnasium which would screen students for the university

and attend to their general training.' At any rate, Tappan and Folwell
ION.1111....=1,.

1Henry P. Tappan, University education (New York: George P. Putnam,
1851), pp. 43-49; Mlliam Watts Folwell, University Addresses (Minneapolis:
H. W. Wilson Co., 1909), pp. 100-113.
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were unsuccessful in generating enough support for their idea of a proper

university, let alone its feeder institutions. Tappan was dismissed from

the presidency of Michigan in 1863 after eleven frustrating years of trying

to establish a research-oriented university. His ideas and manners were

too foreign to the public's conception of education and educators; he spoke

too much of Germany, dared to drink wine with dinner, and proclaimed that

the development of character was not the function of the university. A

local newspaper charged that Tappan was "the most completely foreignized

specimen of an abnormal Yankee, we have ever seen." Folwell actually per-

suaded Minnesota's Board of Regents to approve a plan to organize the fresh-

men and sophomore years of the university into a "collegiate department,"

with the aim of eventually shifting the general instruction in that depart-

ment from the university to the public schools. The Minnesota Plan, as the

reorganization was called, operated without attracting a great deal of

attention from 101-1885, at which time Folwell's successor in the presi-

dency, Cyrus Northrop, had it dropped.2

Having thus acknowledged that there were earlier roots to the community-

junior college idea, it remains the contention of this study that the asso-

ciation of the idea with an ideology, distinctly American and with consider-

able popular appeal, did not occur until the turn of the century. Although

William Rainey Harper, David Starr Jordan, and Alexis F. Lange shared many

German-inspired ideas on higher education with Tappan and Folwell. the case

they made for the junior college, as shall be seen in the next chapter, had..11
1Cited in Rudolph, The American Colleoe and University, p. 234.

2Daniel R. Gerber, "William Watts Folwell and the Idea of the Junior
College," Junior College Journal, XLI (March, 1971), 52.
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clearly American overtones. Rather than a mere device to assure a better

university, the community-junior college became an answer proposed for the

problemr, of society--it became, ideologically speaking, part of the means

advocated by which to achieve the ideal society.



CHAFfER II

THE JUNIOR COLLEGE AND THE AGE OF EFFICIENCY

From 1890 to 1920, the United States experienced massive change

and upheaval while becoming an industrialized nation. Two wars, three

major recessions, the political phenomena known as Populism and Progres-

sivism, and an overwhelming influx of immigrants confronted Americans

with the uncertainties of a changing world. Any attempt to trace a single

concept through these years can be compared to following the course of a

piece of driftwood through a typhoon. The currents of educational thought

from 1890 to 1920 reveal the turgid action characteristic of the nation

as a whole.? Ideas that appear upon first glance merely simple plans to

restructure the educational edifice for obviously practical reasons become,

upon closer examination, attempts to restructure society in order to calm

the storm.

The idea of the junior college during this era, as expressed by

William Rainey Harper, David Starr Jordan, and Alexis F. Lange is one

such deceptively simple idea. On the surface it appears no more than a

by-product of the growth of the university which, turning to specialized

research, sought to cast off the function of teaching general knowledge

'The mainstream of educational thought in those years, powerful and
yet diversified, can be found in Curti, The Social ideas of American
pritteAters and in Cromin, The TransformatiIn of the School. For higher
education in particular, although the junior college idea is largely
ignored, the best source revealing the dynamic scope and power of educational
ideas is Veysey, The Emergence of the American University,

19
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unenthusiastically carried on at its lower levels. In these terms, the

idea of the junior college was no different than that expressed by Tappan

and Falwell. But a closer examination of the ideas of Harper, Jordan, and

Lange reveals' that their promotion of the junior college idea was tied

inextricably into an over-arching plan designed to alter the nature of

society and to regulate the vicissitudes they feared in the nature of man.

This chapter provides a brief introduction of Harper, Jordan, and

Lange, and'then turns to an analysis of key concepts in their thinking.

From their general view of society and their particular design for a new

educational system will emerge the ideological framework surrounding the

institutionalization of the community- junior college.

HrrJors...landi.arte

William Rainey Harper (1856-1906), born the son of storekeepers in

New Concord, Ohio, exemplified the type of "efficient" man and productive

scholar that he hoped would advance the nation toward higher levels of

social evolution. He received his bachelor's degree at ago fourteen

from Muskingum College, primarily a school for aspiring Presbyterian

ministers. Aftera few years of clerking at his father's store, he went

on to Yale Aiversity whore he gained a Ph.D. inWifttO languaga-n---

age eighteen. Harper then spent ten years teaching Latin, Greek, and

eventually his specialty, Hebrew, at Baptist institutions, Denison

University in Ohio and. the Baptist Union Theological Seminary at Horgan

Pirk (Chicago), before being appointed professor of semantic languages at

Yale in 1886. Harper taught at Yale for five years, then returned to the

ridwest in 1891 as the first president of the Rockefeller-endowed University

of Chicago, a position ho hold until his death in 1906. ,Harper also found

time on the side to work at the Chautauqua University from 1883 to 1893,
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teaching various summers as well as correspondence courses, and serving as

the principal of Chautauqua University's College of Liboral Arts for toy,

of those yoars. Harper is known primarily for his succossful offots at

Chicago in developing a major American research university. His fracuent

writings onthe junior college stem from his concern for a "propor"

university.
1

David Starr Jordan (1851.1931) could well havo boon a Baptist and a

Yale graduate like Harper had not his parents left the church because of

doubts about eternal damnation and had not Cornell Univorsity offorod him

a scholarship to deter him from his plan to attend Yale. At'Cornell, Jerdcn

was allowed.to pursue his special interest in nature.studies (a permissive.

noss developed by Cornell's President Androw D. V.hito), which he could not

have done at tradition-bound Yale. %In his junior year Jordan was evon

employed to teach a class in biology at Cornell. Jordan froquently acknowl.

edged his intellectual debt to Waite, and he felt.honorod that trite, aftor

deolining the presidency at Stanford, recommended Jordan for the position to

Governor and Mrs.'Stanford. Before his appointment as the first prosident

of Stanford University, Jordan had taught in a variety of institutions...,

a :oak college calling itself a univoissity, a high school, and a state

university.-all of. which were to help shape his ideas of a'tkroper, and

improper, educational system. In 1885 Jordan stepped 'temporarily" into

1
An informative but uncritical biography of Harper is Thorns W.

Goodspeed, Lillian Rainezitmar (Chicago: University of Chicago ?toss,
1928). The authors of the following two books carafully esearched
Harpor's personal papers with scholarly criticise: Josoph E. Gould, The
Chautauqua Movement (!ow York: State University of Now York, 1961);
Richard J. Storr, Harpor's University: The Ea_inninr,s (Chicago: Utivorsity
of Chicago Press, 1966). Paul Shoroy's skotch of harpor in The Dicti,)nt.r of
knerican Biography, 1932, VIII, 287-292, contains a brief but good accoua
of Harper's life.
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tho presidonoy at Indiana Univorsitywhore ho had taught tor six years.

This move ,determined the rest of his career, for he re.zainod as president

there until moving to Stanford in 1891.

Harpor enjoyed ample and unrostricted philanthropic contr'..bu.

tions at Chicago, Jordan built up Stanford under continual financial prob-

lems and the interference of Mrs. Stanford. After her husband's do.th in

1893, Mrs. Stanford acted as tho university's solo trustoo fer the naxt

twelve years. Sho kept a vigilant eye on the "monutlent" she and her

husband had built to their dead son. Jordan struggl6d along at Stanford,

sacrificing many of his ideas (including tho junior college idea) to financial

"realities" until his .retirement in 1916. The national.fone ho acquired

came less through his work as a scientist or as a university prosident

than it did through his active involvoment,in tho pace movemont which

made him, according to Richard Rofstadtor, "probably the bast known of all

the peace advocates and 4htiOXpahSiOhiStS".ih the United Statos.
1

Alexis 1'. Lange (1862-1924) did not collaborate with an industrial

philanthropist in the founding of a university, as did Harper and Jordan.

His long career as a teacher of teach.yrs and as a publicist for the junior

college idea, howavor,.probably sproad,his influence as.offoctively, although

more diffusely, as the university prosidonts Harpor and Jordan. Yore

thoroughly a product of the nidwoot than either Harpor or Jordan, Lanze

both raised and educated in that section of the country. He rocoived both

his bachelor and master's degree three years after entering the Univorsity of

1
Richard Hc,fstadtor, Social Daminism in AnlricP.n Thouriht (Nsw York:

George Braziller, Inc., 1959), p. 195. No moro thorough and fascinating
account of Jordan's life exists than his 1553-page autobiograzthly: Lavid
Starr Jordan, The Days of a Man: Bioinq Memories of a Naturali5t. T4%icher
and Minor Prophot of Domocracv, (2 vols.; Now York: Wo..ld Book Co., 1922).
For a briof introduction to Jordan see Barton W. Evom.-nn's article in
Ther.,____iingican3iovranh, 1933, X, 211-214.
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Michigan, as a result of educational experimentation continuing frc:1 t11,)

days of Henry Tappan, and received a Ph.D. in English and Scandinavien

Litorature from tho same institution in 1892. For thirty-four yeare,

worked at the University of California at Borkeloy, beginning as an ing1'...sh

profossor in 1890 and sorving as Doan of the College of Lottors fron 1Z97

to 1909, Dean of the Graduate School, 1909 to 1910, and Don of Foultioa

from 1910 to 1913. Lange switched his profossorial appointmont from the

English department to tho School of Education in 1907 and becamo Diroutor

of tho School in 1913, remaining in that capacity until his death n 1924.

Lange did not become a national figure like Harper and Jordan. Ho directod

his efforts and gained his roputation singularly in the state of Californ.la,

yet the junior college system he helped establish in that state has served

as a model for many othor status in the nation and has contributed far

more than one-fiftieth of the community-junior college idoology.1

The lives of Harper, Jordan and Lange did not revolvo around the

junior collogo, and neither did their ideas. Thoir conception of tho

junior college existed as only a minor component in a larger framework

of educational structures and philosophy. This larger framework, in turn,

Was only a part of their overall conception of man and society. Sinco

the junior college was seldom the central focus in the thoughts of the

three educators, it will be nocessary to consider at some length thoir

gonoral views of the world and the role of education in it. Not only will

this provide tho needed perspective for understanding their idea of the

1There is no general biography of Aloxis F. Lange, although ho is
decorving of scholarly attention. One brief biographical account by W. 11.
Kemp appears in The Dictionary of American Eiomnhy, 1933, X. 591;
Another is Henry Joseph Aignor, "Alexis :--rederick Lango," an appendix in
Bogus's The CommuniaSsIlaa, pp. 332-335.
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junior college, but it will also reveal the essential social conservatism

underlying their pedagogical innovations--a trait that will be character-

istic of many other men in other generations who advanced the junior

college idea.

The Hallmark of Effisltna

No theme is more pervasive in the writings of Harper, Jordan, and

Lange than their general preoccupation for order, systematization, effi-

ciency, and the elimination of waste. These ever present concepts were

used to mean much more than :timely techniques or processes which were

advantageous in achieving various individual, educational, economic or

social goals; rather they were advocated as goals in themselves, ends

rather than means. The single term that was employed the most often to

encompass all of the many virtuous ends sought by these writers was

"efficiency."

In their preoccupation with efficiency, Harper, Jordan and tense

were representative of their era. Samuel caber's study of scientific

management during the Progressive Era disclosed that "efficiency" was a

widely used term with several meanings: a character attribute of hard

work, self-discipline, and masculinity; a productive machine; a profitable

business operation; and, of particular importance during this era, it

signified a harmonious relationship among men under competent leadership.

Haber noted that "efficient and good came closer to meaning the same thing

in these years than in any other period in American history."1

'Samuel Haber, EffisinstAelkuussintifig Management in
the Progressive Era, 1890-1920 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1964), p. ix.
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The meanings that Harper, Jordan, and Lange attached to "affioioney"

ware generally in keeping with Haber's analysis. They lade consistent use

of the term as a mark, often the most important mark, of individual worth,

and they also applied the term, somotimos labeled "social officieney," as

the functioning of an ideal society. They wrote little about machine output

or business enterprises, yet, in their discussions of educational institu-

tions and syetems, businesslike "efficiency" was a major concern. The

centrality of the concept of efficiency in the thinking of Harper, Jordan,

and Lange makos it important to explore their meanings carefully.

In one sense, efficiency was used to moan the."one best way" to

achieve order and productivity. It resembled, in this regard, the deem()

of monopolies and trusts advanced by many businessmen and economists of

the period, stressing the elimination of wasteful competition and the

advantages of management co-ordination. In 1895, William Rainey Harper

lamented the "hundred thousand disconnected parts" of American education,

comparing it unfavorably with the Moro orderly systens of Germany and

BYance--a commonly made comparison, and proclaimed:

The introduction
efficiency of the work
life of every student,
revolutionize American
letters,1

of order and system would double the
done, save_two or four years in the
and secure a thoroughnoss which would
methods in politics, business, and

While Harper did not advocate a specific system of education in 1895, as

he was to become famous for doing later, ho did identify three essential

characteristics of efficiency.
2

The first was individualism, defined es

a man discovering "the thing nature intended for him to do." What

1110111.11Man

1William Rainey Harper, "Ideals of Educational pork," NEA Journal
of Proceedings, XXXIV (1895), 987-998.

2
Ibid., p. 990.
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spocialty could the individual offor to society? A second essential char-,

actoristie of the offiolont system in Harports vioar was co-ordination,

explained in a twopago analogy of a troo and its branchos,

aspect not unlike John D. Rockefollerls analogy of a rose bush for tho

oil industry.
1

The third charactoristic was association, or combination, the

prominont feature of the °canonic scone in.his day. Harpor noted the tzo

that education could make of consolidation, following the load of businoss

trusts, in an 1888 lottor to Rookofollor:

thy should not this univorsity erootod at Chicago includo
as an organio part of it besides the theological seminary also.
various collogos throughout the ItIost7 . . . And lot it be a
university made up of a score of colleges with a largo dograo
of uniformity in tlaoir managoment; in othor words, an Educational
trust.2

Harports lifo-long search for efficiency, which shall be examined in moro

detail later, was the product of his deepest feelings and the target of

his most ambitious plans. An historian of the University of Chicago st:%tod:

Revulsion against disorder in education and the cognato
emotion of admiration for devices calculated to make) educa-
tion more efficient wore charaoteristic of Harports reaction
to his world.3

David Starr Jordan also placed high priority on ardor and efficiency

in his efforts for a bettor educational system. Jordan, whoso evolutiohict

concopts wore worked heavily, advanced tho optimistic thon that "tho

/11MONNOMIN.MOIlme

1
Rockofoller has been often quoted for tolling a Sunday school olaoc

that the Standard Oil Trust was "maroly a survival of the fittost. . .

The American Beauty roso can be produced in the oplondor and fragrance which
bring choor to its beholder only by sacrificing the early buds which grow
up around it. It is merely the working-out of a law of nature and a law
of God." See Eric F. Goldna-, Rendaavvas math Dastin (How York: Vintage
Books, 1956), pp. 71-72.

2
Letter from Harpor to Rockefeller, }ovomber 15, 1868, cited in Storr,

Hsrperts University, p. 24.

3
Storr, Elta.t.q.-11111/2nAt25 p. 214
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.

whole movomont of civilization has beon from strivo to order. "1 Ho thought

that tho distinguiching mark of the American university was destinecl to

be th training of "porsonal efficiency" or "effectiveness." Making into:-

national comparisons, Jordan notod the ideal of the university in England

was "personal culture," in Franco it was tho achiovement of ready -redo

ca:cors, and in Germany it was a thoroughnoss of knowlcdgo. In America,

said Jordan, tho ideal was quickly becoming "the power to bring about

results. . , ."
2

Alexis F. Lange was not as inclined to use a business model of

efficiency as were Harper and Jordan, possibly because ho was not in the

occupation of sooking philanthropic grants from bucinossmen but noro

probably because, writing slightly later, ho shared more of the anti-trust

attitudes common to the progressive movement. But Lange did mako occasional

use of tho business-orionted aspect of offioiency, arguing that the train-

ing of teachers did not give them the efficiency necessary to be productive,

and warning universities, in terms resembIAng thoso used by more rocent

"accountability" advocates, that they must 'set measures of efficiency that

can bo clear and demonstrable moasuros of what the schools are aiming to

accomplish.3

In the sense that efficienc ;. meant good business--smooth running

machinery and productive resultsHarper, Jordan, and Lange were speaking

the language of the Era of Big Business, and as such it carried the status

1David Starr Jordan, War :Ald Waste (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday,
Page & Co., 1913). P. 6.

2David Starr Jordan, "University Tendencies in America," Pow
Science Vonthlz, LXIII (June, 1903), 141-148.

3Alexis F. Lange, Some Pharos of University Efficionc (Berkeloy:
University of California Press, 1911 .



of success and the supposed objectivity of scientifie managomont, Tice

writings of scientific managoment expert Frederick W. Taylor wore serial-

ized in popular magazines, and the national craze for efficiency wee.

apparent from church sermons to socialist party meetings .
1

As is 'eortant

as the status of the business world was in determining the moaning and

appeal of "efficiency," however, the concept extonded oven further. '41on

wo deal later with tho emerging eonnept of the junior college, intertwined

as it will be with the concept of efficiency, it would be a mistake to

think only in terms of an economic production model,
2

Even in the writings

of Frodarick W. Taylor, the social and moral content of "efficiency".was

a major component of the concept, and the educators unde study here

usually employed the social and moral connotations of the term rather than

simply an economic ono.

Alexis F. Lange, a professional educator of educators, was the most

energetic and repetitive advocate of "social efficiency" among the trio

of educators. Lange consciously, yet not always succossfully, guarded

againe corrupting the moral meaning of "efficiency" with the taint of

business rhetoric. A crime is committed against a student, maintained

.Lange, "if we regard him as merely an..economic device, a moans to a live-

lihood, as a tool for Capital to use and to exploit. . . ." Lange did not

den:. that national progress called for specialized skills, but he argued,
1Samuel Haber, Efficiency and Uslift, pp. 51-65.

2
book by Raymond Callahan, Fdunation and the COt, of Efficie,..cz

(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 19a7717as provised a useful
chronicle of the prevalent use of "efficiency" in the rhetoric of public
school administrators. Noting tho overwhelming oxtont and degree to which
the cult of efficiency penetrated the ideology of the educators, Callahan
concludes that they passivoly capitulated to the ideas of businessmen. It
could be, however, that Callahan has failed to recognize the active role
played by educators in creating and prcmoting other, non-business aspects of
efficiency, a discussion of which follows.
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that it depended "oven more on a people's general social efficiency, i.e.

on the height of the plane on which the greatest po3:;iblo nur,ber of citizens

are able to meet in thinking, feeling, and heneo To Longo,

social efficiency was a synonym for citizenship, a type of citizenship

which eliminated feolings of social class and group cconemic interests and

fostered a spirit of unity, loyalty and co -op eretion in and with ono's

follow man. The goal of social efficiency required the intensification and

extension of public education, and this was tho major factor in Lange's

interest in junior colleges, as will bo explored in detail later.2

The "social" usage of "efficiency" places it squarely in the realm

of Progressive thought, the subject of oxtensivo historical study.3 It

can be soon emanating from many non-business segments in society, from

social workers to conservationists', all concerned with preserving order

in a society becoming increasingly chaotic- -c: at 'least threatening chaos

to the Progressives. Agreeing that order had to steam from the individual

rather than the state, Harper,Jordan and Lange desired to promote "individual"

efficiency, a necessary component of "social efficiency." Education, properly

0...-.=row

/Alexis F. Lange, "New Ana in Npw Bottles," M,In».-1.1 Tr7.ininf! Affnm-Inc,
XIX (September, 1917), 10.

2
The relationship in Lange's thinking among social efficiency,

citizenship, and the junior college are quite clear in Alexis F. Lange,
"A Junior College Department of Civic Education," School and Society, II
(September 25, 1915), 442-448.

3The vast literature on progressive thought defies a c=ploto listing.
General works contributing significantly to this study are: Goldman,
Enndozvous With Destiny; Richard Hofstt.dtor, The of Reform: From
Bryan to F.D.R. (New York: Vintage Books, 1956); Gbriol Kolko, Tri%r.eh
of Conservatism (Now York: Free Press, 1963); James Weinstoin, T e Corco,:.to
Ideal in tho Liberal State, 1900-1918 (Bostoll: Beacon :Tess, 19&s); Y.ortor:
G. White, Social Thoucht in Anorica: The novolt For:-,11!;m (Now
York: Viking Press, 19L.9); and ?obert H. Wiebo, The ; :,arch for Order.
1877-1920 (New York: Hill & Wang, 1967).
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organized and systematized, they agrood, could repco the crumbling

controls of the earlier agrarian nation in the industrial future. In 1896,

David Starr Jordan expressed this goal as follows:

Order is more important than even freedom, and order must be
uphold by force if it cannot be maintainod in any ethos way.
Yet the ideal of civilization must be perfect anarohy--order
maintained from within, the rocognition of order in the
hearts of mon; not order imposed upon men from without, but
the forces within that make for rightoousnoss of thought and
action. Tho fruitage of civilization must be voluntary
co-op6ration.1

Jordan's idea of "perfect anarchy" is difficult to fathom, but whatever

ho meant had no application, as far as ho was concor..ied, to his contemporary

society, which he characterized as a "crude civilization."2 In his writings,

and also those of Harper and Lange, least() and anarchy were considered tho

evil alternatives to efficiency and order. Tho human wasto caused by

alcohol and idleness was every bit as repugnant to those men as it was to

their Puritan ancestors, although the sin was castigated in social rather

than religious terms. non internal controls failed, they stood ready

to apply external direction; Harper was known to march into saloons to

rotrieve wayward students, and Jordan suspendod 132 Stanford students at

one time for frequenting local tavorns.3 All the same, however, their

efforts to establish "social officioncy" were aimed at the inner mind and

soul of man rather than external regulations -..and thus education was

instrumental in their'plans to ingrain social efficiency in the internal

makeup of individuals

1
David Starr Jordan The Care nd Culture of Man (San Francisco: The

Whitakor & Ray Co., 1896), p. 228.

2
Ibid.

3Goodspeed, William Rainoy Harper, pp. 41.52; Jordan, 221Izgoll,
Man, II, 252-255.
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Evolution Ani Elitism

Harpor, Jordan, and Longo wrote as if they wort) apostles of

democracy,
1

oponin tho gates of educational opportunity ever wider, thoir

conception of democracy was certainly not one in which men were to bo

equals. Their elitist attitudes toward society, stomming from their boliofs

on tho naturo of man, wore essential components of thoir educational

philosophies and practices, and thoir accoptaneo of olitism was undor-

written, intollootually, by their accoptancc of social Darwinism, the

application of Darwinian concepts of evolution to society. There was t

compatablo relationship botweon tho concept of social efficiency and social

Darwinism; efficiency was often the standard of "fitnoss "- -with all of its

implications of personal charactor and morality--by which survival and

advancement would accrue.

David Starr Jordan, a biologist, rado tho most frequent and direct

attempts of the throo to apply tho Darwinian concepts of "tho survival of

tho fittost" and "natural selection" to tho development of individuals,

groups, and sociotios. Ho was a solf.proclaimed'"evolutionist" by the age

of twenty-one and repeatodly phrased his views of man and of society with

roferences to biological evolution.
2

He was a prominent figure rationally

in anti-imperialism and peace movements from tho 18901s to death in

1931, and his writings on the subjoct publicized the danger of war from an

earNr proclaimed that the university acted as the priest, prophct,
and philosopher for American democracy in his book, The Trend in Hir-'ner
Education (Chicago: University of Chicago Pross, 196), p. 12. Jordan's
subtitle on his autobiography was "Doing Memories of a Naturalist, Teacher
and Minor Prophot of Democracy." Lange did not labol himself in this
spiritual role, but he did write often of the democratic "mission of the
junior college." For example, sea Alexis F. Lingo, "The Junior College--
ehat Mannor of Child Shall This Be?1," School and Society, VII (February
23, 1918), 211-216.

2
Jordan, The Days of a Man, I, 113-114.
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ougonic point of viewthe probability of killing off the finest specimens

of tho raco. Of course, war was defended by others as an agc-old method

o determining the survival of the fittest, and in factas Richard Hofstadtor

has cloarly demonstratedDarwinian concepts could bo used to support oppo-

site sides of most social issues, giving intolloctual support to'both the

dofonders of the status quo and its attackers.
1

Interestingly enough,

Jordan used the term "Social Darwinism" in a derogatory senso to rotor to

boliofs that the struggle for survival, from which the fittest would

emerge victoriously, could be applied to human warfare. Eo quoted fro:

Darwin's writings that war was actually a revorsal of the process ofnatural

selection.2

When Jordan viewod "the masses," his ideas of efficiency, evolution,

and elitism were revealed in the groatest clarity. Tho inefficienoies in

the use of time and techniquos among the poor justly determined their

plight, in Jordan's eyes. Just as plant and animal forms must inherit the

tendency to master efficiently each stage of growth, since "degeneration and

degradation result from loss of time," so must men efficiently porform or

face the consequences. Jordan stated that he know of few men in the social.'

.order "whose place is not fixed by their own character and training. In

Amorica to-day most men find that the position awarded there s the only one

possible." Jordan found poor folks to be poor generally because of poor

ways, causing "reduced vitality" and "lower morality." Rosenting the

burden placed upon the rest of society by the bottom ranks of the social

order, Jordan warned that money given outright to these folks "is as

Iliofstadtor, Social Darwinism in American Thou'ht.

2
David Starr Jordan, War and th© Breed (Boston: The Beacon Fross,

1915), pp. 90-98.
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dangerous as a gift of opium," supporting their poor ways. 1
tihilo Jordan

rocognized that some of the poor wore victims rather than culprits, ho

steadfastly maintained that most poverty was deoorvod:

Statistics have shown that, of ton parsons in distress in
our groat cities, tho condition of six is duo to intompor.
ance, idleness or vico throe to old tgo and weaknosa following
a thriftless or improvident youth, and ono to sicknss, acci-
dent, or loss of work. The unfortunate poor are but a small
faction of the groat'pauperism.2

Jordan was an eager Student of ougonios and had no doubt that nontal

and spiritual traits wero largely inherited. Ho chided do- goodcr rofornors

naive enough to boliove that a slum child "has just as good a chant° as

ono of fine family, if only it can be rescued oarly onough."3 Jordan

advisod California teachers that their nain job was to break up tho masses,

allowing tho natural leaders to rise and training the rest "as troll as we

can . . Let us make them wise, intialigont, cloan, honest, thrifty.u4

William Graham Sumner, the noted American proponent of tho "rugged individ-

ual" interpretation of social Darwinism,5 was novor any mere direct than

Jordan in condemning the Conem6ilfiri-ways of tho lower classes:

If a man puts no part of his brain and soul into his
daily work.. -if he fools no prido in the part he is taking in
life,--tho sooner he loaves tho world the bettor. His work
is tho work of a slave, and his life the waste of so nuoh
good oxygen. The misery ho endures is nature's tostimony
to his worthlessness. We cannot save him from natures
penalties.°

-1Jordan, Caro And Culturo, pp. 239ff. 2
.Lbid.. P. 247.

havid Starr Jordan, The Hiqhor Foolishness (Indianapolis: Tho
Bobbs-Morrill Company, 1927), pp, 77-76,

4
Jordan, Caro and Culture, p. 17.

5William Graham Sunnor, Folkways, (Boston: Ginn & Company, 1940).

6
Jordan, Care and Culture, pp. 59-60.
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Speaking in his autobiography about the "assisted immigrants" whom he saw

building slums in Australia, Jordan ronarked: "Serfdom 'runs in the blood.'

It is not the strength of the strong but the weakness of the weak 1,hich

endangers free institutions."
1

Jordan was not alone in his view of a society properly stratified

as a result of an evolutionary struggle, Anima Rainey Harper, like

Jordan, perceived that humanity was in a "slow and tortuous progress

toward a higher civilization."2 Also like Jordan, Harper feared that

their contemporary society was threatened by the weak:

Thus far democracy seems to have found no way of malting
sure that the strongest men should be placed in control
of the country's business. Yen confessedly weak, whose
private business has been a failure, aro too frequently
the men who are intrusted with the nation's affairs.3

Harper believed that it was the weight of the multitude that rendered

progress slow, and he dismissed any view of man granting innate intelligence

to the masses:

No advocate of democracy today would accept Rousses e,Jnion
that the people have in themselves an innate and instineLvo
wisdom. All will agree with Lord Arthur Russell,.that "the
multiplioity of ignorance dons not give wisdom.'4

If the multitude was holding progress back, then the forward moving force.

was a minority; in Harper's view that.ilinority 'force consisted of the

top minds in business, education, and government. Alexis B4, Lange again

more cautious than the others not to betray democratic beliefs, did not

deride the masses nor cringe at the weak, but he did accept the necessity

of evolutionary changecalling upon universities, in the'namo of effi-

ciency, to be neither standpatters nor revolutionists; but rather "practical

1Jordan, The Days of a Min, II, 242.

2
Harpor. The Trend in Hither Educi%tion, p. 1.

Ibid., p. 31. 411;i6.. p. 9.
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evollItionist(s),° By this, Lange meant that the university should diroct

progross:

. . no progress is possible if a university trios maroly to
satisfy a popular demand, instead of ondoavoring to discover
what is'neoded and then to persuade tho oldor as wall as thol
younger generation of contomporarios to want What j,hoy med.'
(Emphasis added.)

Strongly influenced by the writings of Lostor Frank Ward,2 Lange

thought social evolution had to be neither as slow nor as tortuous as did

Jordan and Harper. Problom-solving, involving man's faculty most advanced

in the evolution of the species--intolligenoe, he thOught, could be achieved

for the individual and for the socioty,through the interaction of thought

and action. Like Dewey, and unlike Harper and Jordan, Lange concentrated

on the immodiate °process° of problem-solving, not a past or future state

in long-range evolutionary development. Lange's elitism also difforod

from Harper and Jordan in that the elite was determined not by blood nor

by competitive superiority, but instead they omergcd as indistinguishable

members of a groUp of "citizens" who shared attitudes of co-operation, action,

I f

loyalty and social efficiency which guaranteed morality and progross. 3

Before turning to an individual consideration of tho particular

.idoas of Harper, Jordan, and Lange, in which the concepts of efficiency,

ovolutionary progress, and elite leadership will bo furtherdiscussod, it may

1Lange, University Efficiency, pp. 4-5.

2
Soarching through Lange's personal papers, Gallagor found oxtensive

notes, in Lange's handwriting, taken from Ward's EmazA9 Sacioloav and
Outlines of Sociology. Edward A. Gallaghor, "From Tappan to Lange:
Evolution of the Public Junior College Idea" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation,
University of Michigan, 1968), p. 123.

3All of Lange's writings reflect his intorast in preparing this
special type of "citizen," although he is vague on the typos of individuals
that can be so prepared. See Lange, °Dapartmont of Civic education;" and
"Toachers for Democracy.° Chapter XX in The Lange Book (San Francisco:
Trade Publishing Company, 192?), pp. 193-S02.
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be timely to mention a point of omission. Omitted from the common intel-

lectual undorpintings of the throe educators in thi3 onslysis has boon

the influence of the Gorman univorsity upon Amo:ican e;:ncational davolop..

monts. Considering the.strong omphasis placed u?on this influence by

Brubachor and Rudy, Rudolph, and Veysoy, a spootal explanation is in ordor.
1

It is true that Harper, Jordan, and Lange often drew upon the Gorman

system of education to exomplify a system geared to.officicncy and ardor.

They found the German system of higher education closost to the system

that they envisioned for Amorica. Howavor, unliko Tappan and Folvell in

the provious century, all three made a spacial point of the fact that the.

Garman system of education should not bo imported intact into the 'United

States.

Jordan thought that the qualities of indopondenco and self -rolianco

possosod by Americans, distinguishing thom from: Comets, dictated that the

German system could not, and should not, be implomantod in the United

States. Lange criticized Garman educators for stressing science, to the

point of neglecting an "artistic" element in knowledgo, overlooking a

basic teed in human development. Harper's concern for cloce attention to

character-building and personal relationships between faculty and students,

leading him to build dormitories at Chicago and to establish'a system of

warm "cluster" colleges, on the Oxford model, was a fundall:ontal deviation

from the German model. All three non openly disapproved of the utdenocra.oic

structure of Gorman society and generally qualified their Aso of the Gorman

1Roferences to the extensive German influonsa orifourican higher
oduation are disporsod throughout Brubachor and Rudy; Ndqlner Education
in Transition; Rudolph, The Arlorican Collude and Univorsitv; and, to a
lessor degree, Veysey, The Srnrgence of the Amc;:i,nn University.

461



model of Education by stating that the United States had both the need and

potential for a different and better system of efficiency led by men of

intelligence.
1

The lessor influence of the German model of education upen the

thinking of Harper, Jordan, and Lange than upon other American leaders in

.higher education (assuming that Brubacher and Rudy, Rudolph, and Veysey

were correct in their assessment), may simply bo because none of the three

subjects in this study did extensive graduate study in a German university.2

But it is also quite likely, and this writer suggests that this possibility

needs to be explored through further research, that the constant reference;

to the Gorman system of education throughout the literature of higher educa-

tion do not reflect the idealization of the German system as much as they

illustrate, for lack of a bettor model, the deeper concerns in America for

domestic order and efficiency.

1422AEL11229121nem

William Rainey Harper's basic ideas on education, naturally stemAing

from his general view of an and society, were not at all origintl; they

had been clearly expressed a generation before in the writings of Tappan

and FOlwell. But Harper was the first university president, backed with

adequate financial resources, to launch an ambitious and comprehensive

effort to transform the ideas into practice, and as a result of this

effort the junior college, only one of many ensuing results, was boosted

toward its destiny.

1
Jordan, Cara and Culture, p. 55; Alexts F. Lange, 'The Course for

Training Secondary School Teachers," The Sierra-Educational Xewi, XV
(October, 1919), 509; Storr, Harper's University, OD. 164.165ff,

2
Of the three subjects, only Lange attended a German university,

and his attendance there was less than one year.
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V;hilo iarpor viewed the ontire educational systom as an organic,

evolving systom, congruent with his beliefs' about °Moloney and °volution,

his focus was on the university, which ho saw as both the highest institu-

tional form present in the society as wall as the guiding light for futul.'e

evolution. The superior role that such an institution should be expoctof:

to play in society is stated by Harper this way:

Democracy has .boon given a mission to the world, and
it is of no uncertain character. 1 wish to show that the
univorsity is the prophot of this democracy and, as woll,
its priest and its philosopher; that, in otho words, the
university is the Messiah of the democracy, its to- be-ex-
pected dolivoror.1

0.

Harper's clorgical analogies signified mono than his scholarly int:,root

in biblical literature; he clearly had a moralistic role in nirid for the

university, in large part as a mora loader for the masses. Harper uToto

depressingly of the multitudes in cities who woro of no worth to thomeolvoo

or society, posing a possible throat of revolution or socialism (nearly

identical throats to Harper), but hi/ optimistically assured his roA.ors

that the university could discovor a doctrine of "national righteousness"

which would allow democratic progross to continuo. This would be a doctrine

tho zrultitudes could be taught, although it would bo OA too high of a piano

to oxpoct them to grasp it without help. The university as the "plsophot of

democracy," states Harper, would provide that assistanco. Convinced that

the "popular mind" would nover be able to formulato "national righteouonoss,"

only follow it, Harper asserted:

The popular mind will not bo able to do this service.
The prophet, whose discerning eye reads the thought in the
heart of damocracy itself, expressed in tho heartthrobs

',Harper, The Trend in Higher Education, p.
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roaching to the very depths of human experionco..the prophet,
I say, will then formulate the teaching which will :4'..ke earth
indeed a paradiso.1

With such a lofty conception of the university, it is not su:.prising

that harper viewed the remainder of the educational system wimarily as

a iothod of praparitg students for tho university, on the one hand, and

distributing to tho papulaco the doctrine of national righoousnoss, on

the other hand. Noithor is it surprising that Harper onvisiondU the

university itsolf as playing the key role in shaping the structures and

policies-of other institutions of education. Harper had firm ideas on

how elementary schools, high schools, and colleges should 'co efficiently

organized and what they should be doing.

Elomontary schools were guilty of wasting time and effort, two

cardinal sins in Harper's view of morality. Their popor concern was

citizenship training, and not the introduction of sciontific subjects in

the seventh and eighth years, subjects better and more efficiently taught

by scientifically trained high school teachers. Harper recommended, in

line with the NEA Committee of Ten report some years earlier, cutting the

length of elomontary school years to six, plus a kindergarten year, and

ho included those recommendations in the report of the Educational Com.

mission of tho City of Chicago, which ho chaired.2

The time saved by cutting two years off elementary education, added

to that saved by altoring collogos (to be considered next) could be well

spent, according to Harper's scheme, added to the high school. High Schools

1
Ibid., p. 17.

2
Roport of the Educational Connission of the City of Chico (Chicago:

R. R. Donnolloy & Sons, 1898 . David Starr Jordan, incidentally, served
as one of the advisers to this commission.



wore emerging institutions at the turn of the century, ani their strugglo

for identity was not unlike the present condition of csnity-junior

collogos.
1

In 1900, the number of high school craduate3 amounteA to only-

6.4 percent of the sovontoon-year-old population in the United States.2

The high schools thomsolvos compotod for studonto and public support with

various typos of acadonies, college proparatory deplr:.ents, and oven

colleges willing to take any student who could pay the fees. The diversity

of institutions and the lack of any common stanor&s botwoon olomontary

and university education produced a chaotic situation. that was an anathe=

to disciples of efficiency. 3

Harper viewed the chaotic gap in the educational :;ears between the

olomontary school and the university with died:4n. Everything within him

calling for order, °Moloney, progrpss, and clear leadership led him to

work zealously for a syotom congruent with his holies. The high school

would eventually evolve, Harper prodicted, as tho unifying, scientifically

organized institution that would provide the efficiency nccded tho

1,
ihe similarities in the early devolopmont of the high schools and

tho more rocort dovolopmont of community-junior colleges are striking.
The rationalo of the two movomonts stressing the needs of the 000nony.
the democratization of education, and the dovelopment of citizenship aro
expressed in very much the same way. High schools were often roferred to
as "pooplots collogos," a term commonly applied to communitya.junior
collages today. As much as community-junior collages are an oxtonsion of
secondary education, these similarities aro logical enough. For this roason,
history of the origins of the high school movomont offer precious insights
into the origins of community-junior colleges. Especially helpful aro:
Edward A. Krug, The Shazinc, of the 4moricA.n Hirih oh col: and Thoodoro a.
Sizor, Secondary Schools at the Turn, of the Cent,:-v (ctr Haven: Yale
University Press, 190i). These sources, unfortunItely, contain no sub-
stantial account of the early origin of community-junior collogos.

2
U.S. Bureau of the Census, Historical Statistics of the Unitod Statcs:

Colonial Times to 1957'Mshington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office,
1756"'CiT.p. 207.

3See Sizer, Secondary Schools at the Turn of the Conturv, pp. 18 -36ff.
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educational system. It would take a child from the olemontary school ahor.t

azo thirtoon and dovolop fully his knowledge of a broad range of on.r,O,

su'ojocts. At ninotoon or twenty, the student would havo reached personal

natuity and have gained the general background nacossary to enter a

professional school or specialized study at the university. This W:.3

tho point in a student's life that came between the sopho=ro and junior

years in college, and efficiency demanded that the *educational system adjust

itsolf to that fact.

Despite Harpor's concern for the proper organization of the educational

yoar3 betwoon elemontary and higher education, ho was not insistent, like

Aloxis F. Lange later, that the high school exist in throe parts - -the

junior high school, the high school, and the junior college. li:hother the

high school be one institution or divided into two or moro subunits was

not Harpor's concern; his concern was only that education between the

elomentary years and the university show an efficiont, organic unity.

Harpor wrote mostly of the advantage of this organization for studonts

heading for the university and professional schools, ho also montionod from

title, to time that the re-structured high school would add a higher level

of general culture for the masses. Thus Harper proposed that the high

school of the future be for all of the people, but emphasized in particular

that it channel able students efficiently toward higher scholarly and

professional pursuits.
1

In Harper's scheme of things, there was little plac3 for the college

except as a possible capstone for secondary education. The traditional

American college, adaptod from earlier English model and consisting of

1William Rainey Harper, "The High School of the Future," School Pr7ict,
XI (January, 1903), 1.3.
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four years of general Audios which overlapped those boing taught in the

now high schools, was, to Rarporis mind, wasteful and inefficient. :fxocpt

for thoco collogos that could rake tho difficult and expensive tr;..neition

into univorsitios (which Harpor thought would only bo a ninor fraction of

those collogos prosuming to call thomsolvos universities) and the lar:;or

nuraeor of small collages that would choose the wise course of survival

(which rant to Harper ridding thonsolvcs of their protonsions of offoring

junior and senior years) of converting into junior collogoa, Harpor

pndicted the worst consequencos. All of the collogos that had slatoued

in the 19th century, nourished by roligious and geographical compotition,

Harper thought wore bound for extinction. Harper did not share tho

nostalgia of many alumni of small collogos, although ho was ono hixsolf,

for the alleged superior and virtucals education availablo only in sall

colleges. He countorod tho argumonts that small colleges offered moro

personal attention and liberal education by charging that they could afford

to hire only the weakest men and permitted low academic standards. 'vorst

of all, they were wasteful. Their inovitablo extinction, succumbing in

the struggle for existonco to the stronger forces of the high school and

the university, was not to be mourne fat accepted and understood as an

upward step toward order and efficiency.
1

As part of his caripaign to eliminate the anarchic condition provailing

in American collogos, Harper invited national university loaders to Chicago

in 1900 with the idoa of seeking greater consistency in higher dogl.00s and

raising the standards of weaker institutions. Out of this mooting ea:10

the Association of American Universities.2 The university delegates who

1William Rainey Harper, The Prosnocts of the Small Co? lope (Chicago:
Univorsity of Chicago Press, 1900).

2
Storr, Harnorls University, pp. 329-330.



assembled in Chicago hoard Harper propose the "associate degree" as ono

appropriate for the smaller, weaker colleges, referring to the need for

small colleges to "associate" with universities. According to Har;e::.'s

. correspondence, Presidents David Starr Jordan of Stanford and Benjanin 1.

I.eeler of California were the most enthusiastic about the idea. Charles

Eliot of Harvard opposed it, however, fearing that it would hurt the

bachelorls degree, and the delegates took 40 .actior. on the matter.
1

Harper would have no part of proposals to save the small colleges

since he was convinced that their demise was necessary and justifiable.

!Zion a proposal, based on Charles W. Eliot's suggestions, to reduce the

length of time necessary to receive a baccalaureate degree from four to

throe years was debated at tho 1903 convention of the National Educational

Association, Harper stood firmly in opposition to it. Ho attacked the

mistaken assumption that college work can be considered the beginnlng of

university work, arguing as always that the freshman and sophomore years

aro of the same "scope and character" of preceding academy or high school

work. The high schools wore already doing college work, maintained Hfinver,

and, with greater efficiency in the elimination of waste in the elenontary

.years allowing the high schools more time, they could do even mere. Ho

accepted the argument of college proponents that "eulturalq4ducation

should not stop at the sophomore yoar, but countered that in the specialized

study of the university and the professional school there was much of a

cultural nature to be gained.2 As we turn to a consideration of Harper's;

activities at the University of Chicago, it will be apparent that the

'Cited in Gallagher, "From Tappan to Lange," pp. 89-90.

2
alliam Rainey Harper, "Length of the Baccalaureate Course," :21.

Journal of Proceedings, XLII (1903), pp. 504-50.
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four-year collogos, some of which worn forced' to close or convert to junior

collogos bocauso of financial prossurco, wore by no doans ready to join

the groat plan for educational unity which Harpor proposed: the grand

scheme of affiliation and association that ho called °Tho Lnorican Syste4,"

based on "co-ordination, specialization, and association. "1

When a man sets out to build his ideas into a workable institution,

it is in6Vitablo that thoy. emerge altorod in some degree from their

original purpose. Other non stop into positions of influonco in tho

institution and consciously or unconsciously norgo their ideas into the

philosophy and oporationalof tho institution. The limits of resources and

tho power of ostablished traditions toad to pull the ideal toward the

ordinary. Few non have had the singular power to shape a university as

did Rainoy Harper in Chicagc,2 yet the inescapable fate of insti-

tutionalized idoas made that institution loss than'tho roalization of his

educational plan. A full accoant of Harper's fifteen years as prosidont

of the University of Chicago would havo to include, among ()loner things, a

lengthy discussion of Harper's diplomatic use of crises to extract more

and more money from John D. Rockefollor, the competitive manner in which

Harper acquired the university staff, the use of the quartor syston, and .tho

devolopmont of extension services. But '44110 of these devolospments really

William Rainey Harper, "The Trod of University and Collego ducat .on
in the United States," North A.T.oricn.n Esviow CLXXIV (April, 1902),
457.46$.

2
Despito Rockofellor's handsome gifts to the University of Chicago,

beginning with a modest $600,000 in 1869 but totaling $16,000,000 by
1916, ho did not restrict. Harper's actions in any significant way. Soo
Allan Nevins, John D. Rockefeller: The Heroic Aro of EnteIsn-iso

(2 vols.; Now York: Charles Scribncr's Sons, 1940), 11, 260-261. i,lso

see Rudolph, Tho American Conorn and Univorsity. pp. 349-352.
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implemented the basic goal Which Harper envisioned an efficient educational

trust.
1

Harper's primary inspiration, his vision of an educational trust with

the University of Chicago acting as the co-ordinator and controlling agent,

never materialized. After ten years, only six institutions of higher educa-

tion had affiliated with the university.
2

Three of these were Baptist col-

leges undoubtedly willingto comply with the interests of the American

Baptist Educational Society which, with Rockefeller's financial support,

also underwrote Harper's educational designs. One was a polytechnic institute

and another was a medical school, leaving only one private liberal arts

college, Butler College, which was willing to be included in Harper's educe.

:tonal trust. 3 Considering Harper's unsympathetic view of the dismal pros-

pects for small colleges, it is hardly surprising that they would choose.

not to submit to his direction. Measured against the success of the

University patron's consolidation of the oil industry, Harper's attempted

affiliation with midwestern colleges was an utter failure.

1
For an alternative interpretation see Gould, The Chautauqua Move,

ment. Gould argues from circumstantial evidence that Harper's experience
in the Chautaqua movement carried over directly to the University of Chicago,
and that the extension service was one significant result of Harper's
commitment to the Chautauqua idea. But support for this argument is not
to be found in Harper's own writings, which seldom mention the extension
service of a university and never really advocate it. Oh the
those functions below specialized research are generally disowned by Harper
as true functions of a research university. Since the research methodology
used in this study did not substantiate Gould's conclusions, neither
Harper's Chautauqua experience nor the extension service at the University
of Chicago have been singled out for special attention.

2
"Affiliation" was a term meaning policy agreements with non-public

institutions whereby the University reviewed course materials and examine-
tions and sometimes advised on the hiring of staff members; "co-operation"
specifically applied to public high schools and arrangemente, often by
accroditing individual teachers, to facilitate the transfer of students
to the university.

3Storr, Harper's University, p. 219.
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Dat Harper's belief in the desirability of bringing order, control,

and efficiency to higher education did not weaken after ton yoars of

failure. Nothing was more central to his philosophy nor more consistent

in his actions than the idea of an orderly system, on a grand scale,

inspired and directed by a superior university, his University at Chicago.

In his report on the University's first decade of operation, Harper re-

doda,,ated himself and his institution to the grand design. He admitted

that small colleges looked upon affiliation more as absorbtion than

assistance, an attitude he mietakonly attributed to the moaning of the

torn itself. Ho attempted to allay tho fears of small colleges by

stating, in contradiction to his earlier writings, that the "greatest

calamity which could poesibly befall the cause of higher education in

the United States would be the extinction, or oven a considerable deto.

rioration, of the call colloge."i Evolution was a slow process, so

Harper could easily rationalize the necessity of intermediate stages, as

he did in this case.

The tenth year of University oporations also occasioned Harper's

boldest and clearest attempt to win support for his ideas from other ed-

ucational loaders. Each year, sometimes twice a year, after 1891, Harper

invited representatives from midwestern high schools, colloges, and other

post-high school institutions to a conference at the University to discuss

educational programs. At tho 1902 Conference, Harper placed before tho

delegates his proposal to curtail educational duplication, and waste through

efficient reorganization. The message was familiar:.. shorten the elemen-

tary school period to six years; extend the high school years both downward,

1William Rainey Harper, "The President's Report: Administration,"
in The Decennial Publications of the University of Chico (Chicago:
University of chicago Press, 1903 , pp.
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to begin the study of general knowledge and culture earlier, and tyward,

to comploto the task of general learning which ordinarily occurs up to the

sophomore level in college. The strategy, however, was new: a Con :fission

of Twonty-One was croatod at the Conference to study the proposed educa-

tional reorganization. The Commission was subdivided into throe co=ittoos

of Sovon assigned to studyelementary, secondary, and college roorganization

rospoctivoly and charged to report to the following year's conferonce.
1

This ronowed effort by Harper, three years before his death, boro it toss

to the depth and durability of his basic educational, goal of an efficient

and orderly system of American education.

Tho reports of the threo committees to the 1903 Conference were not

all that Harper wishod thorn to be. The committee studying olemontary

school reorganization did accept the idea of shortoning tho length of time,

but it recorrmonded seven years instead of Harper's six. Furthermore, the

report containod a warning that the elementary years should not bo altered

moroly for tho sako of furthering secondary education, and tho committoo

expressed its concorn, abzent from Harper's ideas, for the smooth transi-

tion from elementary to secondary education. The influence of John .Dowey's. .

advice to the dologatos could be soon in thoir report. Lowey supported

Harper's efforts to shorten the span of elomontary education'and longthon

that of secondary oducation, but he had warned the conforonco dologatos

that moro mochanical changes without considering worthy objocts of study

and modes of activity in education wore not enough, Ho agreed with Harper

that the aim of olemontary education was not knowledge and that six years

should be long enough, if the work be done properly, to achieve its real

/William Rainoy Harper, "The General Conference," School Review,
XII (January, 1904), 15-28.
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aim.."organizing the instincts and impulses of children into working iriter.

ests and tools."
1

Ho was concerned, however, that the Conference should

give greater consideration to the substance of elementary education rather

than just its form.
2

By recommending seven years of elementary education

and underceoring the intrinsic value of elementary education, the committee

proposed a compromise between Harper's ideas and defenders of an eight

year elementary period, a tompromise passed on to the Conference by a

split four to three vote.3

The committee on secondary schools, chaired by J. Stanley Brown,

Harper's friend and the ,founder of Joliet Junior College, supported Harper's

recommendations in full. A five to two vote allowed that committee to

report in favor of six years of secondary education, taking a student

directly from the elementary school and raising him to a level of knowledge

and general culture equivalent to the sophomore year in college, that point

at which the committee agreed with Harper that the student could begin his

role as a citizen or a specialized student at a university or in a profes.

sional school.
4

The committee on colleges made no recommendation, but their report

failed to support Harper's conviction that the dividing line between

college and university work should be crystal clear and institutionally

structured. The committee did report that a six -year high school contain.

ing two additional years of general culture could meet the need of "a

1
John Dewey, "Shortening the Years of Elementary Schools," Scheel

Review, XI (January, 1903), 17.

2
Ibid., 17.20; John Dewey, "Current Problems in Secondary Schools,"

School kevier,r, X (January, 1902), 17-18.

3Harper, "The General Conference," pp. 15-19.
4
Ibid., pp. 19-22.



49

class of youth that has arisen out of the concentration of population in

our cities," but hastened to add that the traditional four-year college,

with its special collegiate atmosphere, was an important institution to

protect. The solicited views of nearby college presidents were included in

the report, and they generally stressed the advantages of a four-year

college experience and expressed doubts that the high schools, poor in

facilities and staff, would ever be able to replace or duplicate the work

of the colleges.1

Harper expected greater support for his ideas from the three commit-

tees, especially since most of the members were from the University faculty

or from affiliating and co-operating schools, and thus could be assumed to

be receptive to Harper's ideas. After the 1903 Conference, the Commission

of Twenty -One was charged as a single body to study further the reorganiza-

tion proposal under the chairmanship of Harper himself. This offered a

chance for Harper to marshall more evidence in support of his plan. He
-0--

arranged for the Commission to hear Superintendent W.B. Hedgepeth of

Goshen, Indiana, speak glowingly of the newly created six-year high school

in his city. J. Stanley Brown, Joliet's superintendent, spoke enthusias-

tically about his junior college, then in the second year of operation.

Tn spite of Harper's efforts, assisted by Hedgepeth and Brown, the Com-

mission of Twenty-One, after two years of study, recommended nothing more

than that a new Commission of Fifteen be appointed to carry out a thorough

investigation of Harper's reorganization plan; they did not feel that they

had enough evidence to take any firm stand themselves on the matter.2

lIbid., pp. 22-26.

2William Rainey Harper, "Report of the Commission of Twenty-One,"
School Review, XIII (January, 1905), 23-24.
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Thus Harper's eingalar aim of an efficiently organized educational system

was thwarted again; the University of Chicago Conferences never developed

the support for his ideas that he intended, and he died in 1906 without the

satisfaction of building his educational trust. the conferences were them-

selves abandoned in 1911.

There was, of course, one facet of Harper's design that, in a manner

of speaking, did come to fruition and has afforded him the title of "Father

of the Junior College Movement." It is important to remember that junior

colleges were but one element in Harper's overall plan for systematization;

although he registered soma success in the institutionalization of this

idea, he never separated it in his own mind from the broader roorganiza-

tional reforms which he never achieved. It was the strength of the idea,

not the actual results of his labors, that stands as Harper's main contri-

bution to the development of junior colleges.

The concept of tho junior college emerged in Harper's thinking from

the same evolutionary struggle that he believed destined the university

to superiority and most small colleges to extinction. Harper pictured the

junior college more as a transitory institution than as one which would

survive the struggle in a transcendent form, such so the university would.

In fact, Harper's idea of a junior college was not, a single type of an

institution; it could be a former four-year college led by an honost

appraisal of its offerings, or forced by financial realities, to limit its

program to two years; it might be the thirteenth and fourteenth years

appended to an existing high school; it could possibly be a teacher-

training or pre-professional school; it cAld even be, as it was at Chicago,

the first two years of education-in a university, if separately organized.

All it had to be was a place where instruction was offered which was of
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the same nature as that typically offered to freshmen and sophomores in

larger colleges and universities, and further it had to recognize that

this instruction marked the natural division between a general and a

specialized program of study.1 At times in Harper's writings he states

that this place should naturally be the secondary school, but at other

times, when he realizes the slow process of evolution and the existing

defensiveness of traditional colleges, the place appears as the freshman

and sophomore years anywhere, even within the weak colleges whose preten-

sions Harper generally challenged. But these details did not especially

concern Harper because he viewed the junior college really as a means to

an end, and not as an end in itself. It was the means of transforming

pre-university education into the orderly, systematic, and efficient

format that was but one part in the overall design for educational effi-

ciency that was Harper's dream and his life's work.

Where Harper saw the greatest immediate need for the junior college

idea in his society was in regard to small colleges. His own experience

in teaching at an institution that was a college only in mime, offering

the most basic general courses to young boys, haa been an extreme disap-

pointment, and he resented the pretenses of "lower" institutions that

they were doing the "higher" work. He claimed that over 200 so-called

colleges in the nation lacked the finances, staffing, and facilities to

offer any instruction beyond the sophomore year.2 Harper offered six

reasons for small colleges, stated in terms of their own interests, to

accept his advice to reduce their offerings to two yeast

1Harper, 292r2gflpsTitaisht Small College, pp. 34-39.

2/bid., p. 35.
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1. The money now wasted in doing the higher work,super-
ficially could be used to do the lower work more thoroughly.

2. The pretense of giving a college education would he
given up, and the college could become an honest institution.

3. The student who was not really fitted by nature to
take the higher work could stop naturally and honorably at
the end of the sophomore year.

4. Many students who might not have the courage to
enter upon a course of four years' study would be willing to
do the two years of work before entering business or the
professional school.

5. Students capable of doing the higher work would be
forced to go away from the small college to the university.
This change would in every case be most advantageous.

6. Students living near the college whose ambition it
was to go away to college could remain at home until greater
maturity had been reached--a point of the highest moment in
these days of strong temptation.'

It has not been established that Harper had any direct influence through

the forces of his arguments in convincing any small colleges to their

proper role as junior colleges. Some of the first to do so, including the

three considered to be the first self-proclaimed junior colleges,2 were

Baptist colleges, and it is possible that the Baptist circles that Harper

operated in carried his ideas with some effectiveness. It is also possible

that Frederick T. Gates, the corresponding secretary of the American

Baptist Education Society, who became Rockefeller's primary adviser con-

cerning educational philanthropy, and who was receptive to Harper's think-

ing,3 played a role in making these institutions junior colleges.

'Ibid., p. 37.

2Tyrus Hillway, The American Two-Year College (New York: Harper &
Brothers, 1958), p. 39.

3See Storr, Harper's University, pp. 9-42.
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The oreation of junior colleges by secondary systems was something

that Harpor advocated and expected, but ho did not give tha need as high

a priority as reducing the number of small colleges. This is perhaps be-

cause the plight of the many small co11tges was immediate and the promise

of secondary education was still based largely on future potential. As

mentioned earlier, the high school was still a relatively new institution

at the turn of the century, and many educators were having difficulty OA-

vincing communities that they should support four years of additional

public schooling, not to mention six. Also, Harper's goal did not require

high schools to set up, in a formal and single stop, an actual institu-

tional division called a junior college. He was content to sae high

schools offer, as a beginning, a course or two which were equivalent to

respective college courses, and he assumed that the 13th and 14th years

would gradually and naturally evolvo.1

In The Lelpeoteah, Harper cited the success of the

neighboring state of Zichigan, the minimum cost, and the possibility of

increasing the numbers of students With greater education as reasons for

extending the high school an additional year orteto. Reporting that only

10 percent of high school graduates wont to college in 1900, Harper predicted

1
Some high schools were sending students on to college with advenced

standing as early as the 18601s, and the University of Nachigan made a
consorted effort in this direction in the 18901s. See Krug, The Sheeint
of the Amrieln High pp. 164-165; Hillway, Thl_ke,riean `h0 '1
Co p, P. 36. Students from Joliet high school had been transferrng to
tho University of Chicago with advanceel standing since 1B94; a controversy
over the date of the founding of Joliet Junior College results from the
fact that Chicago accepted a number of Joliet students in 1901 as full
juniors but the Joliet Board of Trustees did not officially acknowledge, the
existence of a junior college connected with tho high school until 1902.
Soo Robert S. Smolich, "An Analysis of influences Affecting the Origin and
Early Development of Three Mid-14stern Public Junior CollegesJoliet,
Goshen, and Crane" (unpublished Ed.D. dissertation, University of TWa.s
at Austin,.1967), pp. 60-61ff.



that the percentage would rise to forty if secondary schools offered the

opportunity.
1

One salient fact that has boosted Harper's imago as the father of

the junior college movement is the founding of Joliet Junior College, the

oldost continuously operating public junior collogo in the nation. The

proximity of Joliet to Chicago, and the status of its high school as a

co- operating school with the University of Chicago sinso 1599, suggest the

probability of Harports influonco at work. Furi-hormoro, J. Stanloy Brown,

Joliotts suporintendont, was Harper's friend and his'colleaguo at Baptist

conventions, and his support for Harports ideas in the Commission of Twenty-

Ono has already been noted. All the same, Harper's role in the founding

of Joliet Junior Colloge has been largely assumed, and there are important

reasons why the assumption needs to bo questioned. Harper did not play

any direct role before the public of Joliot nor before the Board of Trustees

in gaining support for the junior college; indeed, there is no record of

his over visiting Joliet's high school or junior collogo. Board minutes

indicate that a now high school building, builtiOvor capacity, was a major

factor in establishing the junior collogo. Tho willingness of the University

of Chicago to accept junior college transfers can be discounted as a funda-

mental factor in the dovelopment of the junior coiled° since many more

advanced placement studants including transfers into the junior year, went

from Joliot to the Univorsity of Illinois at Urbana than to the University

of Chicago. Moroover, J. Stanloy Brown should not bo dismissed as a minor

figuro in Harper's shadow. He promote

4111.11 711m111MilMeg 111117

d many of his own thoughts in

1Harpor, The Prospects of the Small College, p. 39.
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educational journals and eventually wont on to the presidency of Illinois

State Normal School at Deh

The serious exaggeration that has occurred as a result of Earpor's

real or alleged role, in the founding of Joliet Junior Collogo is loss

significant as a matter of fact than Lt is in distorting a balanced

historical perspective. Tying Harporlo involvomont in tho junior college

inextricably with Joliet Junior College tends to obscuro the broader

framework of his ideas and the driving forces which explain much about his

socioty and his educational design.

The history of an early public junior college at Goshen, Indiana,

further illustrates that Harper's influence on junior college devolopnont

was mostly indirect, although it would be easy to assumc the opposite.

2oginning at roughly the same time as Joliot Junior College, tho Junior

College at Goshen had only a decade of existence (1901 - 1911). Started

by Superintendent W. B. Hodgopoth, who, lice Brown, was actively involved

in the University of Chiang° Conferences, Goshen Junior College, in contrast

to Joliet, which attracted little attention initially, was launchbd with

much local publicity and fanfare --yet Harper's name was not prominent

in the publicity. In fact, the University of Chicago caused Hedgopoth some

embarrassment by cautiously reviewing Goshen's claims of doing college

work and not grantir; full approval until 1905. Hr.gopoth, who had boon

..
1.
rho factual information in this paragraph is from Smolich, "Throe

ndwostorn Junior Collogos," pp. 95-99ff. J. Stanley Brown, in Thn Growth
r.nd 5evelor,:r.ont of Junior Cr7llees ir. the United St,tos, U.S. Buroau of

BuLducation llotin No. 19 'eashington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1922), p. 27, did concede credit to the visionary loadorship of
Hm.por, but a thorough search through all offriarpor13 corrospondonco by
Brown's successor uncoiorod no documentation that .arpor mado any direct
contribution to the establishment of Joliot Junior Collee. Soo Lewis
el. Smith, "Founding of Early Junior Colleges--esdent Harper's Influence,"
Junior Collevo Jmenal, XI (Yay, 1941), 518.



a zealous promoter of the junior college, loft the Gochen superintendency

in 1906. Without Hedgepeth's promoting efforts, an enrollment decline in

the junior college occurred and tho junior college was abolished in 1911. 1

Tha evidence of Harl2cr's personal involvement in Goshen's rise area decline

is again more circumstantial than direct; circumstantially, the death of

Harper in 1906 could be assumed a factor in tho failuro of Goshen Junior

College. Those are interesting questions which should someday be answered,

but they are not central to an understanding of Harper's taunt- faceted

involvement in the broader concept of the junior college which was so besLc

to his thinking.

Harper's junior college idea did directly affect the internal organi-

zation of the University of Chicago. At the outset, in 1892, the various

colleges within the universAy--Liberal Arts, Literature, Science, and

Practical Arts--were each divided into lower and upper levels; the lower

levels offering freshman and sophomore courses were called tho "academic

colleges" until 1i96, when they ware re-labelled the "junior colleges";

the upper levels, offering what Harper thought to be true university erdrk,

were called the "university colleges" until 1896, when they became the

"senior colleges." 1411.1e this organization was perfectly in accord with

Harper's ideas, it never operated with the sharp distinction between junior

and senior work that existed in Harperlstnind, From the first day of opera-

tion, many professors allowed lower level students into their university

level courses, and many upper level students sought instruction in what

were supposed to be lower level courses. The many different requirements

of various academic departments were always in a state of flux, making little

Ibid.. pp. 129-163.



effort to conform to Harports simplistic idea about a sharp lino of &i7ision

botton college and university work. Some students found th.;t thoy 11^.d to

spond moro than two years acquiring all of tho nocessary co:s,;s rL:!uired

by their junior college and tho dopartnont into which they sro

University-wide controvorsios about what should be roquirod in the of

general knowledge in the junior colleges (for oxamplo, a doc:.do of de'eato

ovor the Latin requirement) added oven moro confusion to Harxels plan.1

Despite tho practical realities of course) roquiromants and ct.affing that

blurred the distinction botwoon junior colleges and university colleges

within tho univorsity, Harper continued to work for inotAuional ordor.

In 1900 he persuaded the Faculty and Trustoos to grant an Associate L)groo

to students completing work in tho junior colleges. In explaining tho value

of the degree, Harper roitoratod his familiar case that this would offer

a natural terminal point for students dosiring a complete general education

but who were not really competent for higher scholarly effort, that profes-

sional schools and university dopartmontl would recoive better studonts,

and that universities could, someday cast off this lower work leaving it in

the hands of extended high schools and those colleges that would offer the

associate degree,2 Also listed as a major advantage of the associate dog:co

was the point that many more studonts would be encouraged to undortai:e two

additional years of college work, striking a democratic note that has seldom

since boon missing in community-junior college ideology. But this de:-,ocratic

olomont in Harporls argument did not really conflict with the olitis.r, at the

core of his philosophy, for only four percent of American college aged

1
Storr, Hareorts University, pp, 113 -12b.

. 2William Rainey Harper, "The Associate Degree," Bluc--tional
XIX (April, 1900), 412-415.
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youth wore in collego in 1900,
1
too low a percontage even by Harpor's

elitist standards. Farther, since the University was the place there tho

olito would gathor, the democratization of secondary education to train

the masses would not bo cheapening the standards of higher education.

Tho associate degroo provod to bo'another paper division bat.;;.,on

junior and senior colleges; the departments continued to alter their

roquiror:onts and cousos without making Rarpor's distinction between

general socondary education and specialized university knowledge, and

individual students continued to have voaknossos in general subjects and

strengths in specialized subjects which confounded the system. Maanwhila,

the faculty continued to argue about the general requirements of the junior

colleges. A commission was formed in 1902 under the chairmanship of Gcorgo

E. Vincent, Dean of the Junior Colleges, to try to bring order and grcator

flexibility into the junior college system. It roportod in 1905 rocommonding

fewer spocifiod subjects and more student choice from concentrated groups

of subjects,
2

The year before his death Harper launched an ambitious reorD.nization

of the junior colleges, incorporating suggestions of the co:mission and

some now ideas of his own. Along with his rapoated attempts to make affilia-

tion and co-operation with other schools and colleges work, HarporIc con-

tinual efforts to soe the proper line drawn between junior and senior work

at the University of Chicago stands as strong evidence for the over-arching

importance ho assigtod to efficient reorganization as a panacea for tho

educational world. Kis plan, put into effect in the fall of 1905, provided

2rubachor and Rudy, }arbor Edrnation in Transition, p. 262.

2
Storr, H;lroorls University, pp. 324-326.
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for eight separate junior colleges, each limited to 175 students and /laving

its on dean, faculty, and "distinctive character." There would be a junior

college for men and another for womon in each of four academia' areas: Arts,

Literature, Philosophy, and Science. bihile general regulations for all

junior colleges would come front all faculty, each college was to be free to

adopt its own procedures within those limits. Realizing that freshman

and sophomore studonts mould and could take some specialty courses and

that junior, senior, and graduate students likewise could profit frosna

general course now and then, Harper's 1905 plan allowed junior college

students to take up to fifty percent of their work outside their college,

and it further allowed a student so inclined to remain a member of his

junior college group until taking a Bachelor's degree. The junior college

VAS to be the academia and communal homo of the college student, and the

University of Chicago received premature publicity that it was transplant-

ing the Oxford idea to Chicago. Actually, the major reorganization had

minimal impact: little was'made available in the way of new facilities;

the faculties did not form the intimate atmosphere sought; and the curricula

students took continued to defy attempts for orderly groupd.ngs,
1

Even had Harper lived beyond 1906 it is unlikely that this organics..

tional attempt, any more than his other organizational schemest would

have resulted in the sweeping educational reform that ha sought. Harper

encountered many of the pitfalls that mutilate and deactivate ideas in

the process of institutionalization. Nothing, not the influence he

possibly had in establishing junior colleges at Joliet and Goshen, or

his direct efforts within the University of Chicago, came close to

4.111

lIbid., pp. 326-327.
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accomplishing the social efficiency that Harper had in mind. To concentrate

on his public works to the exclusion of his system of ideas would be to

logo the greater part of his educational ideas. To remember Harper prima-

rily as the father of the community-junior college movement and as a demo-

ratizer of higher education would be a serious distortion of history.

For the sake of accuracy, an efficient trait Harper greatly admired, we

need to remember also his beliefs about social stratification and the role

of education in determining one's place in life.

Harper's need for order and efficiency, a system of smooth-working

parts, signified much more than an administrator's interest in the machinery

of higher education. As outlined in the beginning of this chapter, it

was a central idea in the minds of those determined both to insure the

evolutionary progress of the nation and to prevent back-sliding toward the

meaner instincts of human nature. The view of society was essentially

elitist, for the planning and guiding of social evolution had to be left

to those men whose fitness determined their rise to top positions in society.

These beliefs were a secular version of Calvinism in which the masses were

seen as a continual threat of evil in the long evolutionary struggle toward

a better society. Harper clearly labored under these assumptions for a

society of structure, order, and harmony.

Harper was in Chicago at a time of obvious social unrest. Close at

hand were the unsettling eruptions of the Pullman strike and the Haymarket

Square riot. Harper did not speak out directly about these events, but

his geneval pronouncements reveal his conservative stance. Harper expressed

concern that popular education, in which he included newspapers, magazines,

lectures, etc., might be stimulating new ways of viewing problems and en-

couraging new actions without giving the people the grasp of fundamentals
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that would prevent them from supporting radical programs. Harper hastened

to add that co-operative and intelligent change was good and necessary,

but he feared that the masses, without greater "ethical training" might

support an overthrow of existing institutions on the basis of superficial

learning. Harper called for "stronger and higher principles of ethics"

to be taught by popular education in order to correct for its tendency to

stimulate ideas might unsettle society. Such "principles" were patriot-

ism, respect for authority, the values of capitalism, etc.
1

Harper

interpreted the discontent of the masses as a demand for clearness in

their thinking and moral guidelines for their actions rather than a com-

plaint of physical suffering:

We feel it (the need for moral guidance) in every cry that
comes from the heart of the masses; for these are not the
instinctive cries of animals, suffering pain; they are rather
prayers going forth to heaven from souls whose faith though
perhaps clouded, is nevertheless strong and sincere.'

Harper's pro-big business attitudes also were a part ot his basic

social outlook. His model for a successful university was that of an

industrial trust, a model he used more consistently than the model of a

German university. Harper's communication with Rockefeller, noted previously,

directly stated his ideal of an "educational trust." Harper reported to the

University trustees that Chicago had "more of the character of a Railroad

Company or an insurance Company than has heretofore characterized the

organization of universities and colleges."3 Because of the market place

design of the buildings at the University of Chicago and the perpetual

1Harper, The Trend in Higher Education, pp. 35-54.

2Ibid., p. 54.

3Cited in Gould, hTtjalatAimaliatmtat, p. 63.
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packaging and repackaging of university offerinp, the university became

jokingly called "Harper's Bazaar."
1

Thorstein Veblen's soathing'attack

upon "captains of erudition," who conducted: universities es if they Were

"captains of industry," was based largely upon his first-hand observatios$

of Harper's presidency at Chicago.
2

The similarities between Harper'',

ideas of his day are easy to find, but it is not enough to say that Harper

was merely parroting the views of the business elite. His goals were more

social than economic; his desire for order and control stemmed *ore frets

his fear of. anarchy than the promise of profit and production. at of

course the cluster of ideas supporting economic concentration, social

efficiency, and the leadership of the elite was the possession of no one

man nor any single group. Indeed, they were characteristics of the era.

But rather than assuming that Harper's educational and social ideas were

simply an accommodation to industrial goals, one might wonder if Harper

did not see industrial management as a means to develop the orderly educa-

tional system and social structure which he saw as requirements for a
4

harmonious society.

Veblen accused Harper of operating a university like a business, but

Harper, to the contrary, viewed business operations analogous to the school:

Every honest businoss transaction has in it the essential
elements of educational training. every business enterprise
is a school in which the manager is principal, the heads of
departments are teachers, the staff of employees the pupils.
Nay moreit is a great laboratory. . .

1
Storr, Harper's University, p. 164.

2
Thorstein Veblen, The Hiiher Learning in America (kw York: I, iNt

Huobsch, 1918).

3Harper, The Trend in Oigker tclucetion, D, 41.
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Thus business might be education, but education, to Harper, was not neces-

sarily business. "Education is the basis," stated Harper, "of all democratic

progress. The problems of education ere, therefore, the problems of demos-

y. Those are varied and complex; only the expert col appreciate their

gravity."1

Thus education was not simply training a person for a business or

livlihood; more generally it was training for a position in society. The

university man is thus the naturally equipped and scientifically trained

expert who can offer higher abilities to social progress. Like many other

educators of his day, Harper looked forward to'the day When science could

assess the inner qualities of men Which vould allow efficient selection of

those suitable for the higher learning from these Who wore not, In fact,

Harper thought that the scientific study of the student would be the next

giant step, following the elective system, in the progress of higher educa-

tion:

But, now, in order that the freedom may not be abused, and
in order that the student may receive the assistance so
essential to his highest SUCCGSC, another step in the onward
evolution will take place. step will be the scientific
study of the student himself.4

Harper predicted that colleges would eventually give each student

a general diagnosis of traits, just as they plight give physical exams to

discover physical weaknesses, to determine: (1) character, to find out if

the student is responsible, or care/ass, or shiftless, or perhaps vicious;

(2) intellectual capacity, whether biigkt, dull, jam:trims or lazy;

(3) special intellectual characteristics, an indolendtAt or routine mind;,

(4) special capacities and tastes, bookish, mechanical, scientific, liter-

ary, etc.; and (5) special nature, a leader or follower, good or bad use

'Ibid., p. 32. 2Ib14" p. 321.



of leisure, etc. Such a thorough diagnosis would dictate, thought Harper,

1 . A, A A,tho student's course of study., instructors, and career. AAL101pAT1h8 The

role that guidance would later play in the community-junior college ideology,

Harper realized tho importance of "individualizing" the scientific procedure

of categorizing people:

Every student should be treated as if he wore the only student
in tho institution; as if the institution had teen created to
meet his case. Tho cost of suoh a policy, it may be suggested,
would be vory groat.'. Truo, but tho waste avoided would more
than countorbalance the cost.2

In many ways, Harper appears a MIA with ideas ahead of his times.

Contomporary advocates of junior colleges, guidance programs, upper division

colleges, and cluster colleges, can all find historical support for their

causes in Harpor's arguments. Oat by concentrating on Harper's pedagog-

ical innovations one should not overlook tho basic social and economic.

conservatism underlying them. Harper's goal of promoting en orderly,

efficient society, in Ishich men were trained ethically and technically far

service in an industrial society, was not one which set him apart from the,

most conservative forces of the Age of Big easiness.

David Starr Jordan

David Starr Jordan, president of Stanford University from 1891 to

1913, achioved a national fame no less than that of William Rainoy Harper,

although it rested more on his activitios in the peace movement than on

his educational ideas. Jordan shared the general social outlook and

educational designs of Harper, but tho two men thought alont parallel

linos rathor than along tho same ono. Jordan buttressed most of his

'Soo Chapter XX, The Scientific Study of the Student," in Harper,
The .Trend in Higher Mutation, pp. 317 -326.

2
Harper, The Trend in Hither Education, p. 94.
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conclusions with appeals to biological soiencos Whereas Harper chose to

gather support mostly from the lessons of business organisation, Both men

advocated moral and ethical training, but Harper quoted the scriptures

while Jordan stressed naturalism. Both feared the threat of the BASSOS to

an orderly society and urged public education as a control, but to Harper

the real problem in the masses was a spiritual one while to Jordan it was

an inherent element in the process of social evolution. lot despite the

many differences in the thinking of Harper and Jordan, both incorporated

into their thoughts the core concepts of officiency,'evolution, and elitism

which determined their views of society and education.

Jordan was very much preoccupied with human evolution, not surprisingly

considering his background in botany and biology. He wondered less at the

accomplishients of man's present state of evolution, however, than over rases

future destiny, which he maintained vould be a future mankind of efficient

ways and higher morality. Be believed that only a fow superior individuals,

in his society represented the "fittest" who would advanc'e the whole race

toward the "ideal manhood to which our huaan race must come."
1

The masses,

in JordAnlb view represented the bottOm of the evolutionary ladder and

should not be allowed to hold back the talented:

To live aright, is guide our lives in the direction in
which humanity is :Gingnot all humanity, not average hu-
manity, but that saving remnant from whose loins shall spring
the better man of the future.2

Jordan spoke often of the "democracy of the intellect" which he emphasited

was little concerned with equality, except that all should have a fair

chance to be educated to the limits of their abilities. And the limits

upon the majority of people, according to Jordan's assessment of their

1
Jordan, Care and Culture, p. 226.

2
/bid., p. 224.
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inherited capacity, or lack of capacity, for achievement, were considerable.
1

In his autobiography, Jordan tells of his righteous indignation with some

Englishmen who were boasting about the high intellectual quality of many

of Great Britain's coal miners, thinking it complimentary to their country.

Jordan entered the conversation to correct the Englishmen's misconception,

reminding them that a good system of public schools would have trained

these intelligent commoners to do higher things, profiting the community

at large and uplifting the potential of the race.2 The failure to lift an

intelligent man from the masses was to Jordan a case of human waste and

inefficiency that was a sin against society.

Just as it was inefficient in Jordan's view to give the intelligent

too little training, trying to extend education beyond zn.individual's

mental limitations was also wasteful. Jordan counseled youth that a

college education would do many things "if you are made of the right stuff;

for you cannot fasten a two-thousand dollar education to a fifty cent boy."3

Allowing the "multitude" into the university, Jordan warned, would "cheapen"

and "vulgarize" higher education.4 Jordan's elitist view of human nature

was tempered by his efforts to reconcile them with democracy. Like Harper,

he thought the number of people who had risen to the full measure of their

capabilities to be far below what it should be, and he justified increased

eOlcation for all, with the exception of the wasteful effort just mentioned,

in order both to improve the majority of people and to detect those with

exceptional talent:

'Jordan, "University Tendencies in America," pp. 141-143.

2Jordan, The Days of a Man, II, 477.

3Jordan, Care and Culture, p. 1.

4lbid., p. 117.



Every man that livos has a right to some form of higher
education. For there is no man that would not be made batter
and stronger by continuous training . . To furnish the
higher education that humanity needs, the colloco must be
broad as humanity, No spark of talent man may poseess should
be outside its fostering care. To fit man into schvmes,of
education has been the mistake of the past. To fit education
to man is the work of the future.l.

Thus Jordan was convinced that human nature dotormined a stratified sooiety

based on abilities, and tho growth of an industrial society which offered

many channels for various strata ho viewed as an econoric development

conducive to human evolutionary growth.

A recurring theme in Jordan's writings is the need to break up tho

masses, allowing talented individuals to rise to positions in accord with

thoir abilities. Nowhere is he clear, however, on the structure of society

between tho lowly multitude and the intellectual elite. Most of his

comments are addressed to the evils of the masses or the virtues of the

elite. The elito, usually identified by Jordan as "university men," not

only determine the future evolution of mankind but also use their intelli-

gonco to keep the masses in cheek. Jordan advised university mon that nora

would be expected of them in tho way of citizenship: that in particular

they must be able to resist leveling and unthinking stands of the rassos;

that they have the responsibility for "right-thinking." But university

mon wore not just to resist the leveling influence of the masses; they

wore to involve themselves in promoting the correct thinking of the rasscx:

The groat danger in democracy is the seeming predominance
of the weak, The strong and true seem to be never in the
majority . . 'A flaw in thought an inch long,' says a
Chinese poet, 'loaves a trace of a thousand miles.' If
collective action is to be safe, the best thought of the best
mon must control it.2

mid., pp. 68.69. 2Ibid., pp. 73-74.



Noting that monarchies need mon of high culture and exact training to hold

office, Jordan suggested that democracies have an oven greater need for

suoh men to lqiold the people. They must form fixod points in the oivio

mass, units of intelligence, not to be bribed nor stampoded,"
1

Jordan's passion for efficiency, systemization, and ardor vas no

loss arduous than was Harporls, but it was more consistently oast in sup..

posodly "scientific" terms: Organization, Jordan behoved, was tho root

of science: "Science," he stated, "is ordered knowledge, no more, no loos. "2

The strength of science, Jordan argued, was more in organization than in

knowledge. In fact, Tho Hi/hor Foolishness uhioh.he published eleven years

after he retired, dealt with the strong influence of organized, systena-

tized ignorance. Ho gave the title "Sciosophy" to the organization of

erroneous fact gathered from philosophy, religion, polities, and astrology,

connootod by a bond of emotion and intuition. Soiosophy, ho claimod,

exercised an unfortunate and powerful influence on men which knowlodge

alone was finding difficult to overcome.3 Both Jordan and Harpor had

faith in the fact that the most organized way, the most efficient ws.y, the

most. scientific way, and the most moral way, were all the same way. And

they applied this belief to educationhl systems in remarkably similar ways.

Before looking specifically into Jordan's educational ideology, wt

can gain a valuable perspective by viewing more closely the importance that

race and eugenics played in his thinking. Inherited traits, according to

Jordan, not only determined the future of individuals but also of nations,

or as he put its

/David Starr Jordan, The Voice of the Scholar (San Francisco: Paul
Elder & Co., 1903), p. 13.

-Jordan, Thajigheryoolishness, p. 200. 3Ibid,, p. 14,
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Tho blood of a nation determines fi.s history. The history
of a nation dctormines its blood.1

Thoro was no doubt in Jordan's nAnd which blood was su;.orior; it was that

of the "Anglo-Saxon" race, and ho had little, sympathy for those people

called the "victims of oppression":

In those times it is well for us to member that we coo
of hardy stook. The-Anglo-Saxon race, with its strongth and
virtues, was born of hard times. It is not oaaily kept down;
the victims of oppression must be of some other stook . .

The problem of life is not to make lifo easier, but to
make non stronger, so that no problem shall be,boyond their
solution. . . . There is no growth without its strugg10.2

Tho neod to preserve the best specimens of therace led Jbrdan to be

a life-long pacifist, altering his principles only long enough to support

the nation after its entry, which ho opposed, into World War Ono. "By a

law of biology," stated Jordan,

the man who is loft determines the future of :tho race for
"like begets like" and each generation repeats the qualities
of its actual ancestry. Long-continued extirpation of courage
leaves a spineless residue. . .3

Jordan worked and wrote tirelessly against war, consistently opposing it

in the interests of racial progress.
4

The day after Dowey's'1898 victory

1.1,111
1
Jordan, The Blood of the Nation': A Study of the Doc,tv of the P.O!':,

Through the Survival of the Unfit 3oston: Amorican Unitarian Association,
1910), p. 7.

2
Jordan, Care and Cut_ture, pp. 58 -59.

3Jordan, Tho Days of a Ian, II, 396.

4
See Jordan's Tho Blood of tho ration; for a longer vorsion of the same

topic soo The Human'Harvest: A Stu-iv of the Decay of RACOS Throaqh th
Slrvival of the Unfit (Boston: Beacon Press, 1907). Other books by Jorde.n
on the subject are: Var. and Waste (1913); War and the Brecd (1915); Wlvs
to Lasting Peace (Indianapolis: :ebbs-Xorrill Co 1971677orld Pomte
the Colleen (Fhiladelphia: University of Pennsylvania, 1916);
DT).r.00racv and World Relations (Now York: World Book Co., 1918). Jordan
also wrote numerous anti-war magazine and journal articles.



ovor the Spanish in Manilla Bay found Jordan lecturing an audience in

San Francisco against the folly of acquiring the Philippines with a racial

stock inappropriate for 1merioan domooraoy.
1

Active in the national and

international peace movement from that time forward, Jordan gained a wide.

spread reputation for his views on war and race. He counseled with

Thoodore Roosevelt, William Howard Taft, Woodrow Wilson, Elihu Root, and

William Jennings Bryan on natters of peace, and ho was,. from the beginning

in 1910, a trustee for the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace.2

The same.basio racial assumptions that made Jordan a widely.known war

critic also contributed heavily to his educational ideology, based on a

premium education for the top of the racial stock.

Jordan's conception of the ideal educationalcsystem originated, as

did Harper's, with the idea of the elite university as the crowning fcaturo

of the total educational structure. Also like Harper, and most other

aspiring presidents of universities, Jordan often drew upon the German

model of an educational system as one for the United States to study.

But Jordan did not assign such importance to a sharp line of division

between general and specialized learning as did Harper, and he did not

sot out university reorganization asone of his prominent life goals.

Perhaps this was because Jordan was investing his energies More into efforts

of a wider social and political scope, specificalXy the peace movement.

Early in his career as a university president, still at Indiana

University, Jordan looked forward to tho day when no edUcational structures

at all would exist between the high school, where.all.work would be

1
Jordan, The Days_of a Man, I, 616.

2
Jordan, ThelaagLEAL1, II, pp. 290-342.

1
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prescribed, and tho university, whore all work would bo elective.
1

Ho

lator came to boliovo that tho collogiato function within univorsitios

could not be abandoned, loss for the practical reasons that confronted

Harpor than b'ecause ho realized that the dividing line botwoon specializod

and genoral work varied so much among individuals that the university had

to attend to both.
2

But ho continued to agroo with Harports analysis of

the inevitable fate of small collogos unable to ovolvo into true univer.

sities:

Tho small college may become either a junior collego or high -
grade proparatory school, sending its on elsewhere for the
flower of their college education, or else it must become
a small university running,narrowly on a few lino, but
attonding to those with devotion and porsistonee.J

Jordan sought to maintain the collegiate function within the university

partly to allow advanced undorgraduhes to take specialized courses, and

in turn, to provide general learning whore needed' by graduate students,

and partly to hold on to the collegiate ideal of molding good character.

He rejected the arguments of those wishing to adopt the German system in

toto because he thought it would bo tragic for American democracy to end

cultural training with the high school. In Germany such training did end

with the gymnasium. Jordan felt that'higher education in Germany, Which

emphasized training'in scholarship and ignored training in .personal habits,

resulted in waste of life and character that was "simply horrifying."

Professors, maintained Jordan, must exert a moral influence on thoir students:

1
Jordan, Caro and Culture, p. 54.

2
David Starr Jordan, "The Actual and the Proper Lines of Distinction

Botween College and University Work," Association of American Universities
Journal of Procecdins.s and Addresses, V (1904) 25-33

3Jordan, "University Tendencies in Amorica," p. 146.
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. , . The should stand strongly against tho student vices,
against cheating, gambling, dishonest behavior, yellow jour-
nalism, and all forms of alcoholic conviviality From
tho "boor-bust° of the College to the rod-light district of
tho town, tho way is short and straight, and thousands of
young mon find themsolvos ruined from a single night of
oxcosses.l

Jordan's bone that personal character was largely inhoritsd led him to

conclude that problems in the moral training of students stemmed partly

from the presence of students without inner moral potential. "If we

insist that our colleges shall not pretend to educato those who cannot or

will not.ba educated," argued Jordan, "we shall have no trouble with the

moral training of the students." Condemning both the "aristocratic ills

of idleness" and the "democratic vice of rowdyism," Jordan asserted that

daily vigilance and devotion to wooding out "mock students" was a.nocessary

function of "real toachers."
2

Jordan himself, as previously mentioned, was

not lax in punishing student vice, susponding 132 students at a single time

fo-r drinking escapades. All the same, he recognized that the most officiont

and effective controls over human vice worn internal restraints.rather than

external regulations, and in the 1920's ho reminded colleges that jazz and

bootlegging posed less of a threat to students than the absence of "rightoov.i

modols" for character development.3

The element of traditional collegiate concern for character develop-

mentin Jordan's thought, however, modified only slightly his strongor

commitmont to building a university focused on acadomic specialization and

research. His defense of merging college and university functions was not

1David Starr Jordan, "The Care and Culture 'of ireshmen," No Amor .can
Reviow, CXCI (April, 1910), 443,

2
Jordan, "University Tendencies in America," p. 146.

3
David Starr Jordan, °The University and Moral Teaching," School and

Society, XX (December 20, 1924), ?93-794.
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a dofen::O of the traditional four-year curriculum no oven a defento of

lour college yaars. Not only did Jordan second Harper's suggestion. hat

weak colleees convert to junior collegos, but he also rtoved to froo Stanforzl

from the lowor task of providing fresh:an and sophomore clasoea. La:.-Ing the

afte=ath of the 1906 San Francisco earthquake, Jordan proposed to tho

Stanford faculty that their rebuilding plans arl tho devolopment of the

univorsity toward profossional training and research. Ho'suilgestod that

after 1910 the univoraity should require two yoars of collogiato work in

addition to its requirement of high school graduation. After studying the

proposal, the faculty recommonded that tho suggestion should bo adopted,

but not until further dovelopment of junior colleges in the state would

mako it practical.
1

The proposal never re-emerged, largely because of the

need for students or at least their fees,2 but Jordan, even after his rotiro-

nont, continued to reiterate his belief that the fOur traditional years of

collage "brooks in the wrong place, too early for 'completing an education'

and too late for approaching professional lifan3 and that the junior college

offered a more acceptable division.

Si,nc© Jordan did notactually institute a junior college at Stanford,

as Harper did at Chicago, and since he has not been claimed as inspirational

foundor of any particular California junior college, ho demonstrates more

clearly than Harp ©r that the junior college was not so much a definite

institution in his thinking as it was a place, or many places, wharo the

university could rologato its lower functions. Eut Jordan and Harper wore

1Jordar, Tile nays of a Mn,t. II, 171-172.

2
acubachor and Rudy, Hiphor Edue.7.tion in Transition p. 259.

3
David Starr Jordan, "The Junior College,,' The Fort l, LXXV (.14,rea,

1926), 1;50.
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both very much in accord with this concoption, and althongh thay cent janior

college work in the domain of secondary education, or at laat :14:070V*

sity education, it concerned them little in prinoiplo ahothoa that vary: was

performed by high schools, public or private collogoa, or in junior collegs

departments within universities. Their roal concern vas that the anivoraity

struoture reflect that institution's preorinence in the evolving oducational

system, and that university students corrospondingly represent respeotivo

positions on the humna evolutionary scalo.

Like Harper, Jordan looked upon a largo business consolidation as tho

university's counterpart at the top of the evolutionary ladder in the

business world. Its efficient organization not only pormittod increased

specialization in jobs but also, according to Jordan, promoted a higher

morality in business:

(Business today and in the future) demands a highoa grade
of intelligence and a more highly spooializod ability than
the individual commerce of a getoration ago. It theroforo
demands higher training. It demands also a higher morality.
No great business can rust permanontly on a cutthroat basis.
In spite of contrary appoaranoes, business morality is on a
higher plane in those days of vast coabinations than it was when
each merchant hunted, spider fashion, for his prey, and clerks
wore paid to make black seom white and to load tho unwilling
customer to buy what he did not want.'

The congruence between Jordan's educational philosophy and the business

philosophy of entrepreneurs, such as Rockofollor, Carnegie, and of course

Stanford, both based on a Sponcerian view of man and society, stimulated

the philanthropy of the businessmon and encouraged the prose nee of educatora

on the boards of philanthropic foundations. Jordan sorvad as an original

trustee on the board of the Carnegie Foundation for the inproveMent of

1Jordan, The Voice of tho Scholar, pp. 142-143.
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Teaching,
1
and he served in that position to 1916 when at ago 65 ho himsolf

became a Carnegie ponsionor.
2

Harper and Jordan's conviction that largescalo co-operative orgy i

nation was the evolutionary key to tho future lcd tho to combino offorts,

along with other university pesidont5, in estc.blishing the Association of

American Universities, an outgrowth of tho 1900 Chicago mooting previously

noted. Along with Dr. Conaty of the Catholic Univorsity Harper and Jordan

prepared the original constitution of that organization. Efficient organi-

zation required structure in higher ochleatioil.3 Anethoir efforts for

structure were nevor'simply to allow bettor institutional functioning in

a tochnical sense; always thoy wore certain that higher social and .moral

outcomes would result. Their efforts were not simply those of mechanics

but actually those of healers- -they were admini tering, or so they believed,

to the ills of sooioty rather than merely solving the problems of their

own institutions.

Alexis F. Lanr!.e

Alexis F. Lange shared Harper and Jordan's preoccupation with organi-

nation and efficiency, and, like theca, ho viewed the university as the

pinnacle of educational evolution. But Lange*s singular focus on the

junior college as a separate entity, itself evolving towareiln ideal form,

led him to go far beyond Harper and Jordan in actually specifying the

characteristics of the ideal junior college. The particular public,

comprehensive junior college that Lange envisioned appears on the surfaco

1Harpor was also appointed to servo on this board, but his failing
health prevented him from attending any meetings.

2
Jordan, II, 187-191.

hbid...pp. 1-2.
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far removed from the,multi-institutional, university-oriented junior college

concept of Harper and Jordan, yot both rested firmly on tho earw ideologi.

cal basis--the need to promote order and offieioncy, both in the instituw

tions of society and the internal moral fiber of ran.

Lange's involvement in university re-organization at the, University

. of California olosely paralleled the activities of Harper and Jordan, al-

though, as a faculty member instead of a president, Lange did not acquire

visible leadership in ro-struoturing the university. Lange had attondod

the University of Michigan in the 1880's and was there exposed to tho

idea (lingering on from Henry Tappan's impact as its first prosidont and

the unsuccessful attempts of its president then, James B. Angell, to rid .

.the university of the freshmen and sophomore years) that a student should

have completed both adolescence and his general learning before undertaking

university work. At Miohigan, Lange took advantdge of the new "university

system" which equated upper division work- .the junior and senior yoars..

with graduate study, and which permitted Lange to receive upon examination

both a bachelor and a master's degree three years after entering the insti-

tution.
1

In 1890, two years before receiving his Ph.D. fro.1 Michigan,

Lange began his thirty-four year career at the University of California at

Berkeley, Which developed from a position teaching English to Director of

the School of Education. He served on a university committee which rocom-

mended a reorganization scheme, adopted in 1902, that divided lower and

upper division work; a certificate was granted students who completed the

lower division, And the certificate was required for entrance into tho upper

division.
2

These ideas and actions were in perfect accord with those of

Harper and Jordan.

10allagher, "From Tappan to Lange," pp. 25-28.
2
Ibid., p. 75.
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Furthormoro, Lango's idealization of the junior collo7e did n:,t

diminish .tho belief in tho superiority of the univorsty that he Jhar6d

with Harpor and Jordan. Nothing ranked higher in Lan7;els repertoire of

superlatives than "officiont," and thus he paid universities the supreme

compliment when he stated that they were "moro efficient than any other

social instituvions of the land. Longo saw universities at tho top

level of the society's institutional and moral structuro, an oxomplar of

Amorican domooraoy:

Ideally, Amorican acadom4.o' citizenship confort;:t to tho high-

ost type of Amorican citizenship in general. Ideally, the
spirit of the university, univomity spirit, puUic spirit,
patriotism, tho spirit of socal (sic) sorvice, are only
different aspoots of the same thing.z

Lango also supported Jordan,s concern that the superiority of tho univorsity

was not always matched by the naturo of its students, but he avoided

ing the mismatches as inferior. Once suggesting that 25 percent of univer-

sity students would be hotter off in a vocational school, had ono been

available for them, Lange added that the university would contribute to
4V

more ,,fticient social service if it relieved itself "of studontsintonded

for life-work just as noble but different from that for which a university

prepares. "3 Thus Lango was clearly in the sane ideological c:.mp as Karpar

and Jordan in joinin, their campaign to 71rify and olovate iniversity

education by eliminating lower levels of instruction.and removing unfit

students. Lan e did not leave this camp when ho redefined the nature of

:ho junior college; he merely gave the ideology new forms.,

1Lange, University Effici.Incb p. 14.

2
Ibid., p, 4.

3lbid., p. 8.



Langols omphasis upon tho junior college as a method of achioving

officiont educational organization and offibiont people 1.4s contra:, to

all his writings:

The rise and progress of tho Junior Collogo needs to be
lookod upon as to integral, phase of a country-vido movoment
toward a moro adoquate state system of education; a tv,:n.
tioth century system, mado in America; a systom that shall
function progrossivoly so as to socuro for the nation the
groatost officioncy of the greatest numbor.1

A major factor distinguishing Longo from Harper and Jordan as his closor

attontion to the full potential of the junior college as the capstono of

socondary education, rather than considoring only thb single funciion of

proparing university students. In this regard ho cane to appreciats the

contribution that tho junior college could make in the name of general

social officioncy by educating an entire class of people below university

statuo.

Whilo Lange made many references to the German system of education,

as did Harper and Jordan, he was tho first to emphasize that the United

-States had internal reasons for adOptinr, the junior college idea other than

those behind the Gorman gymnasium. For ono, he stressed the Amorican com-

mitment to individual development:, and he drew upon the young field of .

psychology to support an educational dosign appropriato to the entire

period of adolescence. For another, a taot which would grow in the conmunity-

junior college ideology, Lange offered tho need "to'increase the occnomic

efficiency of the nation through the creation of lower and middle systc=

of vocational training." These native concerns of America,,argued Lange,

meant that the junior college should be four things: (1) an integral part

1
Alexis F. Lange, "'rho Junior College With Special Beforenco to

California," Educational Administration, II (January, 1916), 1.
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of secondary education;.(2) organized around two dopartmonts--ono to pro-

mote general social offieJ.onoy and one to promoto vocational officionoy at

levels directly below the professions; (3) concorncd primarily with those

students planning to go no further in institutional schooling; and (4).as

a losser matter, one path for univorsity.bouni studonts to follow.
1

As

professor of education, Longo was familiar with Dowuyls writings and asoigned

them in class. But there was really nothing new in the soarch for coy:mu:I:Ay

and order, through the application of intelligent organization, pursued

by Dewey, Lange, and countless othors. It was largely the same search

being mado by Earpor and Jordan, althouzh Dowey andIango showed a greater

willingness to purouo the goal as a public vonturo, and they used.moro

democratic rhetoric. Lanza's suggoe.i.on of a Department of Civic Education

as the core of every junior collage is evidence of the compatability of

conservative and progrossivo interests. Simply stated, this dopartmont

would help citizens "do better things in bettor ways," one way of dofininz

social efficiency. It would promote a fooling for group life and citizon-

ship responsibilities. It would reduce social conflict, preaote harmony

and hard-working people, and train people for social service. The latter

function of tho dopartment, montioncd by Lange as lithe introduction of

training opportunitios for specific social efficiency," could help oliri-

nate corruption in governmont service by training public servants in a

field of oxportise throe;;, an apprcntico progra:1 in the junior collczo.

The department could .further advance the cause of social officio icy, main-

tainad Lange, by assisting teachers on lower levels to prepare materials

1
Alexis F. Longo, HT:no Junior ColloLo.0 Sierra Eductionnl

XVI (October, 1920), 277-278.
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for tho training of citizenship, and by devolopitg . sc!,00l.conty life

that would bo proparatory for life in tho adult co;Llunit7.1

The vocational aspct of Langols case for the junior collozo hot

simply a call for tochnical training nor moroly a raflootion of national

economio toads. Tnstoad, ho came close to making the sazo case that ho

made for the Dopartront of Civic Education, that the training rocaiVed

would mako bettor citizons and community.mindad workers. Lange vas rot

concentrating on pooplo for particular jobs but rather'on a class of par..

sons above the common man but below the university ran. Ho roforrod to

the structure as analogous to tho military:

The prOspoot is that before long intelligently organized and
administered continuation and trade school.arrangstents will
exist that will assist tho great mass of those with an elo.
mentary education in becoming oMcient workers, as much for
the sako of a bettor human and aivio life as for a bettor
living. But how about the Occupations that require a higher
foundation of general education, that presuppose greater
maturity for grasp and rastory, that represent the po-,sitions
of commissioned officers in the national peace army12

The idea of continuation schools and trade schools interested Lange. On

a trip to Germany ho examined some continuation schools for the lower class

workers and returned to the United States with ideas to teach similar low

level skills in the American educational system. He wrote a manuscript,

never pUblished, in which ho advocated the continuation school concopt

fcr the,"greatest efficioncy of tho greatest numbor."3 But Longo also

had difficulty with the Gorman continuation school model, for it .ias part

of a social system ruch too rigid for a democracy. Ho finally concIudod

llange, "A Junior College Dopartmont of Civic Education, pp. 442.448.

2
AloXis F. Longa, flhat_Mannor of Child," p. 214.

3Lengthy quotations from the unpublished manuscript appear in Gallachor,
"From Tappan to Longo," pp. 175-181. This one is on p. 177.
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that the differont level functions, nocossary for an officiont socity, ha6

to havo se;..o co=on educational oxparionco binding the,r. into an orcanio

whole. 011a1 to opposo any soparate vocational oducation systom:

east Cermany has dono in her paternalistic way we gust do in
our dk,mooratic way. How? Ey divorsifying odueation and at
the saa tino kooping its technical offshoots in vital con-
noction with tho ono non-technical stem. There is every
mason, podagogical and social, why vocational schools should
not be allowod to constituto a systom by themsolves.1

In true Progrossivo fashion, Lange talked more of the social skills

and attitudoa :involved in vocational education than he did specific moohani-

cal skills. Its goal was social harmony gore than economic progress.

Lange Lectured secondary school teachers that their final objoctivo,

whether they bo taught in junior high schools, high schools, or junior

collegss, gust bo;

. . . the nost abundant and dynamic single and group lifo
that can bo achieved by and for Anoricans, and that all other
objoctivos are never terminals but more or less indispansiblo
way stations, such as physical fitness, the right uses of
loisuro, nastory of a vocation, officio/It citizonahip, the
conquest by youth of the best that has boon said and thought
and so on.-4. if

Wailo Harper and Jordan wore not particularly concorned if the junior collogo

was within tho univorsity, a converted private liberal arts collogo, or

an oxtondod high school, Longo wanted a definite answer to the question

which ho posed this way:

Shall certain colleges havo their heads cut off, and, if so,
by whom? . . Shall the American univorsity-college havo ito
logs cut off, and, if so, whore? . . Shall the American four-
year high schools bo stretched, anill if so, how?3

.......,

1Lango, The lAnqo Book, p. 25.

2Aloxis F. Lange, "Training Secondary School Teachers," p. 507.

3Lango, The Linn Book, p. 103.
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Actually, the quostion was a rhotorical one, for Lange) had his answer vary

definitely in mind: an extondod high school, separately o:;;;,nli..4.41 hut

retaining an organic tio, of two more years. Ho foamd th.,.t both sr.111

private junior college and one within a university systen would bo

a university entrance hall or vestibule" rather than having a pro,so

as "the dome of the secondary school edifice." Lange °von felt unconfortaLlo

with the torn "college" in "junior college," calling it "seholastio camou.

flage."1 Despite the high rogard that Lango held for the university 4J the

pinnacle to all education, he felt that its reeds would devour the separato

good that the junior college could do, a situation he compared to that of a

missionary and a cannibal.2

Not only did Lange :insist that the junior college properly bolonged Ls

part of public secondary education, ho further maintained that it bo distinct

from, although not necessarily separate from, the high school. Lange always

coupled his argument for this distinction with a similar plea regarding

the junior high school, which he usually called an "intermediate school."

W, W. Kemp has written that Lango must share credit for stimulating junior

college development with Jordan, but that he is the "unquostionablo father"

of the junior high school movement.
3

Again, this diffored from Jordan

and Harper's repeated advice that the high school extend itself in both

directions only in that Lango advocated a dofinito tripartite structure

to facilitate smooth transitions within the general framework of secondary

education. The new wine of sooial officioncy, Lange suggested in an

1Lange, "What Manner of " p. 211.

2
Ibid. p. 215.

hemp, "Alexis F. Lange," The Dictionary of Ancric.ln p. 591.
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uncharacteristic metaphor to the Manual Arts section of the California

Teachers' Association in 1917, should be served in the new bottles of tho

intermediate school and the j'nior college,
I

Lange's major commitment to the development of secondary education

as opposed to university education accounts for a largo part of tho new

applications of evolution, elitism, :..d efficiency that he envisioned

which sot him apart from Harper and Jordan. Eut it is Also important that

Lange, as a scholar primarily concerned with the social impact of education

in the first two decades of the twentieth century, was more directly in

touch with the mainstream of ideas generated by the Progressive movment,

partiCularly the writings of John Dewey, Edward L. Thorndiko, G. Stanley

Hall, and Lester Frank Ward.
2

This influence of the strongest intellectual

currents of Progressivism did not drastically alter the basic ideas of

evolution, elitism, and officiency'which Lange hold in common with Harper

and Jordan. In fact, these concepts were very much present in thevritins

of Progressive intellectuals. The influence of Progressivism on Lange was

to olothe his writings in a stronger, more democratic rhetoric and to

allow him to view tho evolutionary procets as a' faster moving, more man-

directed process;

Lange's intellecttal debt to Dewey is clear in his reaction to

military preparedness and World War Ono. Lange ettempted to save the term

"proparednots" from a strictly military connotation, insisting that the

really essential and necessary form of national preparedness Was the build-

ing of efficient people. Lange once described preparedness in the follow-

ing Doweyian problem - solving terms:

1
Lange, "Now Wine in Now Bottles," p. 12,

2Gallagher, "From Tappan to Lenge," pp. 29.31ff.
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It is not tho amount of so-called :.r.owledgo, not the degroo
of spocializod skill, but tho powor of dealing intalligontly
with new probloms and situations, which powar, to ba sure,
can not be developed without knowledgo and constant pu.pose.
ful practical

In connection with preparedness, Lange spoke often of "thoroughbrodness,"

a term for wolf - developed efficiency, as a key factor; ho did not omphaxito

the inhoritod biological aspoots of this porsonal quality, as Jordan did,

but rather concentrated on its devolopmont through proper citizenship

training. Lange made the following distinction botwaon "native"Amoricans

and " thoroughbred" Amaricans:

To be born and roarod in America is by no mean3 the s:.ms as
to bo Amorican born and bred. In the latter case citizenship
and personality aro ona and inseparable; in the formr, citizon-
ship may be like an unimproved city lot hold by an alien for
the unearned incromont. But in order to succeod with the
process of national preparedness ve must produce not native
aliens, but thoroughbred Americans, whose citizenship is as
vital a part of them as their brains and hoarts.2

An aspect of Langots thought that dosorvod special mention is his

conception of the junior college as a comunity.contered institution. To

Harper 'rd Jordan,.the junior college was a part'of a solf.contained educa-

tional structure whose impact on the Community would essentially be only

from the production 6f, more specifically its part in the production of,

citizens and workers. To Lange, again influenced by tho writings of John

Dooy, the school needed to be of the community, not isolated from it, c.11.:

the use of the community as a learning laboratory as well as a recipiont

of service from the school was considered important. Part of Lango;s argu-

monts in favor of a Department of Civic Education was to :Jake the junior

lAlexis F. Lange, "Preparedness," School nrd Socioty, V (January 6,
i§17), 4.

2
Aloxis FoLange, "Our Proparednoss Program," School and .doctotv,

VI (September 29, 1917), 362.
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college "as widely and diroctly usoful to tho co:-.u.r.ity as :sessiblo.,1

Making surveys, dovoloping social contors and hGlpinc

houso offor o%tonsion classes, interning students pocit:.ans

of City service) And preparing adult innigrants for citizoneAp won all

mentioned as possible junior college projocts of comlnity involvant

by Lange.
1

Thero was nothing now in the idea of a school being a vital

community element. Charles Van Hise bocame famous for involving the

University of Wisconsin in wide-ranging economic and social programs in

that state. The promoters of the high school at the turn of the century

were probably the rest energetic in support of tho idea that the school

could reflect, plan, heal, and in cost ways uplift the local community;

they commonly referred to high schools as "pooplo's collogos." As a self.

confessed secondary school ran, Lange no doubt acquired many of his vIrtiou-

lar ideas of the school as an active agent in the community from high school

'advocates-aIna-1917 address to the Junior College Section of the California

Teachers' Association Lange stated:

It has always required faith, the substance of things hoped
for but not soon, to regard the high school as the people's .

college. With the inclusion of the junior college the namo
stands for a fact.2

Lange consciously played the role of a prophot in 191b by dosc4bing

1950 high schools ;' his futuristic description from an imaginary Cyclopodia of

Education consisted of four basic points: (1) The high school was no longer

somothing to squeeze between other parts of the school system, but athor

was geared to cover systomatically the w%olo pbriod of early, middle and

late adoloscence; (2) Vocational education existed at all, lovols, giving'

1Lango, "A Junior Collogo Dopartmont of Civic Education,' p. 447.

2
Lange, Ire,hat Eannor of Child," p. 213.
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all an economic sense and providing unity as opposed to the class system

in Europe; (3) The content and method was geared for the socialization of

the individual, emphasizing social service for those with aptitudes for its

and (4) The influence of the high school had spread far and wide, doing

extension work and acting as the state's chief organ for producing intelli-

gent, high-principled, public-spirited citizens.1 As the capstone of the

high school system, Lange saw the junior college of the future as the

finishing school for civic virtue,

Efficiency and the Junior Coliee

The underlying ideological theme that united the different concepts

of the junior college.held by Harper, Jordan, and Lange was the promotion

of efficiency, both individual and social. The key role of efficiency,

with its multiple individual, social, industrial, and moral meanings, was

indeed a fundamental conceptual ideal in the Progressive era.
2

Harper,

..m11110111111.01

lAlexis F. Lange, "The New High School and the New High School Teacher,"
School and Society, IV (August 19, 1916), 267-269.

2Samuel P. Hays, ConservationandtheCtcsThe
Progressive Conservation Movement, 1890-1920 (Ca ridge: Harvard University
Press, 1959), was one of the first American historians to develop fully
the conceptual base of efficiency in Progressivism. In education, Callahan's
Education and the Cult of Efficiency (1962) is a perceptive study of the
relationship of education and efficiency, but it lacks sound perspectives.
Chapter XI, "Social Efficiency Triumphant," in Krug, The Shaping of the
American High School, is an'excellent source. The relationship between
an early leader in vocational education and social efficiency has been
explored in Walter H. Drost, David Snedden and Education for Social
Efficiency (Madison, UniversityoWisconsinPiigher
education, historians have generally missed the significance of the under-
lying theme of efficiency, although they have detected its presence.
VeYeeY, The Emergence of the American University, for instance, reported that
efficiency was more of a s14:.t than an ideal since he could find no common
theme or conception of the term in the rhetoric. (p. 117) This also led
Veysey to state that Harper was a man with charisma and without an ideology,
an administrator untouched by the power of abstract ideas (p. 368). Had
Veysey been looking not for a common definition but a set of unifying
ideals, he might have seen that efficiency itaelf.was Harper's ideology.
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Jordan, and Lange were certainly not unique or original in their designs

to restructure the educational system to promote efficiency. Committees

of the National Education Association, beginning with the famous Committee

of Ten, periodically reported in favor or reorganization for the sake of

efficiency.1 The great hopes for educational and social efficiency were

not limited to only the United States either; Matthew Arnold, for example,

carried on a eMlar campaign in England in an attempt to preserve order

from the threat of anarchy.2 It is difficult for us today to appreciate

the multi-dimensional meanings attached to "efficiency" at the turn of the

century, and it appears to us naive to think that a commitment to efficiency

would result in personal and social utopia. Nevertheless, Harper, Jordan,

and Lange continually wrote of efficiency with all of the conviction, faith

and hope of men pursuing a religious ideal.

Stnce the idea of efficiency itself had multiple levels and dimensions,

a change in tho general use of the term is not easy to detect. Overall,

however, Harper, Jordan, and Lange did shift their emphasis between 1890

to 1920 from efficiency as specialization to efficiency as a matter of

general culture. This shift is noticeable in their approach to the junior

college, especially in the cases of Harper and Jordan, which in the early

years emphasized the junior college as a preliminary step toward greater

lsee Edgar B. Wesley, NEA: The First Hundred Years (New York: 'Wiper
and Brothers Publishers, 1957), pp. 71-118ff; Sizer, Secondar4 .:hools at

the Turn of the Century, passim The role of the NEA and oth:: agencies
desirous of promoting greater order and efficiency in higher education is
detailed in R. L. Duffus, Democracy Enters the College: A Study of the
Rise and Decline of tho Academic Lockstep (New York: Charlea Scribner's
Sons, 1936

2S. J. Curtis and M. E. A. Boultwood, A Short History of Educational
Ideas (London: University Tutorial Press Lta., 1964), pp. 449-461.
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specialization and in later years strossod the value of nora gonerel,

cultural 'At:Cation for all.1

The basic goal of orderly :con and an ordorly society did not change,

however. 'The concept of culture itself, in tho early part of the twontioth

century, meant right-doing more than social understanding; it was to assist,

or replace, religion as the guide to proper thought and behavior.
2

TAO

relationship between the junior collogo as' an efficient administrativo

unit in secondary education and as a distributor of gonoral mature is

ideologically close, for both concepts stemmed from a fundamontal desire

for harmony and order. In a society racked by unpardlleled conflicts

between cultural groups and social classes, this desire was a natural one.

Despite the democratic rhetoric of Harper, Jordan, and Lange, urging

efficiency and cultural training for all, their social outlook remained

to the end elitist. Their plans for the American educational'system were

essentially to transform it, as Perkinson noted others were doing, from the

"great equalizer" to the "great selector" of society.3 Since they assumod

that the criteria for selection was scientific, whether biological or

1
A shift among major figures in American higher education fro:4 an

emphasis on specialization to an emphasis on liberal culture was pinpointed
by VeYseY as the years 1908-1909, The_ Emorc:ence of the Alaric:%n UrAvlrPAtv,

PP. 255-256. Russell Thomas also noted a revival in genoral or cultural
education shortly after the turn of the century: Russell Thomas, The 5,, Ch
for a Cocoon Learning: Ostoral Education. 1800.1 60 (sow York: XoGraw..
Hill Book Co., 1962), pp. 52-54.

2
Oscar Handlin, John Dwovis Ch:?.11encle to Educe.ion (New York: Harper

& Brothers, 1959), p. 33, also see Oscar and Mary F. Eandlin, Tho
Colleqe and American Culture (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., f'i?t4, p.
gici:7177377GTi717=American Innoc,:nol5i (New York: Alfred A. Zroff,
1959), p. 30, noted that "culture" in the early 20th century meant "not
so much a way of doscribing how people behaved as an idea of how they
ought to behave and did not."

3Henry J. Parkinson, The Imeerfect Pantcea: American Faibh in
Education 1865-1965 (New York: Random House, 1966), pp. 15..14o.
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sociological, this was enough to allow them to overlook any discrepancy

between democratic ideals and elitist programs. But their supposed scientific

oritoria were actually little more than a reformulation of white, anglo-

saxon, protestant morality in the fashionable terminology of social Darwinism

and scientific management.

Two of the major controversies swirling around educational oirclee

at the turn of the century were over vocational education and the elective

system.
1

Harper, Jordan, and Lange had clear ideas on both of these issues

but generally did not put them forward as matters of central importance.

All three thought that tho elective system, necessary in an earlier era,

needed to be modified with sore regulation.to insure efficient learning

and orderly knowledge. Jordan, who criticized the B.S. degree as a "Bachelor

of Surfacea,"2 instituted a major-minor system at Indiana University in

the 1880's.3 Harper's plan for concentrated areas from which electives

could be selected and Lange's all inclusive Department of Civic Education,

both already discussed, place them in the camp of those desirous of modi-

fying the freedom of the elective system with some cora requirements in

areas of basin knowledge. As to the basic areas of knowledge, Harper,

Jordan, and Lange did not enter thefray.

In the area of vocational education, Harper, Jordan and Lange remained

old fashioned, that is if Fisher's observation that trade-training had

1
For a thorough study of the thinking embracing vocational'education

see Berenice M. Fishor, Industrial Education: American kkaals and
Institutions (Hadison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1957). Studies
abound on the elective system; it is a dramatic focus of R. Freeman BUtts,
The Coll2ze Charts Its Course (New Yorkr McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1939).

.

2
Jordan, "University Tendencies," p. 145.

3
J°rdan 72,1121MST-ILIgas 1. 293.
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become the dominant thought on the subject among educators by 1910 is

correct.
1

It has already been noted that langels idea of vocational educa-

tion was basically citizenship training and definitely not merely inculcating

technical skills. Jordan side-stepped the practical versus cultural argu-

ment by arguing that there really tits na distinction between the two, and

if there wore, cultural education would be the most practical in the long

run. But he usually refused to make even a hypothetical distinction,

maintaining that in true Deweyian fashion there was "no such thing as

manual training as distinguished from training of the :ntelleet."2 'When

Jordan was selected by Leland Stanford in 1891 it was largely because he

thought higher education should be more useful, but Jordan was thinking

of useful knowledge, as he learned from 141ite at Cornell. as scientific

knowledge, not at all as trade-training. He kept this orientation his

whole career. Harper's focuson the higher learning kept him from ever

discussing the learning of lower economic skills, but it is clear in his

writings that the education he envisioned for the masses was of the general

"cultural" level endorsed by Jordan and Lange,

To the extent that the origin of the community-junior college ideology

was the product of the most published early advocates of the junior college-
.1

Harper, Jordan, and Lange-it was clearly the product of a search for

efficiency. It'cannot be assumed, however, that the extensive publications

of these men insured a dominant influence on the thinking Of*others inter..

ested in junior colleges. For one thing the university presses, or at

least UnivorsitY publishing funds, afforded HarPer and Jordan generous

space in print, and tango's close affiliation with the California Teachers'

11
1
Fisher, Indust' ial Elueation p. 85.

2.
oordan, Ca, re and'Culturn pp. 165-169.
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Association assured the publication of his articles in its journal, The

Sierra Educational News, Yet without proof of cause and effect in the

relationship of the most prolifio early writers on the junior college to

the ideology of other junior college leaders, it is enough to say that

the need for efficiency articulated by the three educators was charaetor

istio of their age and that their ideological support for the development

of junior,collogos reflected most clearly the craze for efficiency.

As a final comment on the development of community.junior college

ideology from 1890 to 1920, it should be emphasized that tho institution

known as the junior college was just coming into being, and there remained

in 1920 many questions about its identity. F. M. McDowell undertook a

study for the Bureau of EdUcation in 1919, stating the need for his

investigation thusly:

The junior college is in an experimental stage. We do.
not knew what it should be, because we do not know what it is
Before we can see clearly what it is, we must know it is.'

McDowell's study determined that in every state where the junior college

movement had made significant progress, it did so in the wake of university

influence. But he also noticed a lesser current ofinfluence, that would

grow in later years, coming from independent high school-leaders, concerned

more with local matters and vocational training. Nhile HoDowell roMtV0

that the number of private junior colleges were twice that of public ones,

the thirty -nine public junior colleges had nearly as many students and were

clearly the type of junior college :lett:voting most attention at present.n2

1
F. M. McDowell, The Junior ColltSe, U.S. Bureau of Education Bulletin

No. 35 ('r.ashington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1919), pp. 6.7

2
Ibid , p. 46.
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Thus by 1920, one is hard pressed to speak of 9. junior college movement,

not to mention a junior c011ege ideology. A set of ideas had been iormu.

fated, however, which promoted the idea of the junior college on the bases

of efficient,. cultured people and an efficient, industrial nation. Cut of

this set of ideas, the community.junior college ideology developed.'



CHAPTER III

THE RISE OF "TERMINAL EDUCATION"

The period in the United States from 1920 to 1941 was no calmer

than were the three previous decades. The brief economic depression at

the end of World War One gave way quickly to a chaotic prosperit during

the 1920's, only to end in the worst economic collapse in the nation's

history. After a war to end all wars and make the world safe for democ..

racy, Americans witnessed during the twenties and thirties the collapse of

transplanted democracies and the rise of communist and fascist dictator-

ships throughout the world. A faith in progress through capitalism),

nourished by tremendous business production in the twenties, was severely

tested during the thirties, and the alternative of socialism appealed to

over greater numbers of Americans.

During this era. when great hopes were challenged by bitter realities,

the ideological stance behind the community-junior college movement, as

far as it is revealed in the writings of the major spokesmen for the move-

ment, remained remarkably unchanged. The economic depression of the 19301s,

which.led many to question the capitalistic structure of American society,

seemed only to convince national community- junior collego leaders all the

more that the educational design they proposed would help the nation main-

tain an orderly, efficient, industrial society. The community-juniol. college

.Was advocated in particular during the depression to ease unemployment and

reduce crime and more onerally to advance what was called the "social

intolligence and the "economic efficiency" of the nation. There was never
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the slightest hint in the depression writings of the community-junior college

loaders that any fault existed in the basio economic and social structures

of the nation; their writings wore instead directed, gonorally-speaking,

to the nood to improve individual compotoncies and attitudes.

The topio which was the single most important focus of attention of

the community-junior college leaders from 1920 to 1941 was "terminal educe,

tion." 141oroas Harper, 'Jordan, and Lange viewed the junior college in part

as a convenient and officiont soloction device for the university, their

concern was primarily for students preparing for university work. The

now generation of spokesmon for the junior collogo, however, addressed most

of their writings to the needs, as thoy saw them, of the majority of junior

college students who go no furthor in thoir formal education. This

" terminal" group of students, reportedly consisting of 60 to 75 percent of

all junior college students, was seen in need of a special type of education,

one that was different from the education of a smaller "proparatory" group

that was preparing to transfer on to four-year colleges and universities.

In their discussions of the nature of a "terminal education," the community.

junior college national spokesmen revealed Much about the typo of society

which they valued and tried to propagate.

While the community-junior national spokesmen attempted to explain

the nature of terminal education in simple terms, it was no simple concept.

Thoy attempted to divide the concept into two component parts; vocational

education, or preparation for jobs; and gonoral education, or the develop-

mont of sooial intelligence. Curricula should bo built, they argued, to

reflect the dual nature of terminal education. But when thoy discussed

vocational education separately, they felt compollod to emphasize that

the development of technical skills alone was not enough; they added that
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a good vocational eduction had to develop values, attitudes, and behaviors

which would produce loyal, co-operative, and trustvorthy employees. Like-

wise, when they tried to discuss general education in isolation, they

generally included the importance of vocational preparation and learning

socially useful skills as a necessary part of preparing for a good life.

The actual meanings attached to terminal education were complex and wide-

ranging, and this chapter will attempt to explore many of them, but the

complicated nature of the concept did not seem to divide community-junior

college national spokesmen. They remained united in the concept, not

because of any agreement on actual curricula proposed as terminal education

but because of the idea that something had to be done to improve the lot

of a social class unfit by nature or circumstances to receive a university

education. In the main, it was their agreement upon the nature of man and

the necessary structure for society that permitted them to campaign for

terminal education. They wrote less of "efficiency" and more of "intelli-

gence," but their view of man and society was not far from the elitist,

social Darwinistic, efficient society envisioned by Harper, Jordan, and

Lange.

Koos, Eells, and Campbell

Before launching into an analysis of the central role played by the

concept of terminal education in the developing community-junior college

ideology, an introduction of the prominent community-junior college

national spokesmen during the 1920's and 1930's, as identified in this

study, is in order. Extensive introductions will be provided to the

identities and the basic ideas of the spokesmen, fourteen in all, in order

to fix all of them in the reader's mind. In the analysis by topic which

follows the introduction of the spokesmen, many of their ideas will be



considered further. Of the fourteen spoklsmen writing Looks and articles

On the comnunity-junior college movement from 1920 to 1941, three stand

out as the most prolific as well as the most often quoted writers--Leonard

V. Koos, Walter Crosby Eells, and flak 3. Campbell.

All three non were professors of oducationKoos at Chicago, &Ills at

Stanford, and Campbell at George Peabody. Since their careers were tied

to universities, it is not surprising to find them leading the field of

national spokesmen in published writings, for the university standard of

promotion through publication was already well established in their time

and at their institutions. Their .voluminous writings were influential

as well, attested to by the numerous times they were quoted in the writings

of other community-junior college leaders and by the positions the three

educators were accorded in the American Association of Junior Colleges.

Of the three, Leonard V. Koos was the major figure.

Leonard V. Koos (1331- ) was born in Chicago to German immigrant

parents and did not learn the English language until he was sent to school.

His father, a tailor, moved his family from town to town ,in Illinois and

Iowa in search of a good business locution while Leonard was growing up.

He finally settled in Aurora, Illinois, where the family enjoyed moderate

prosperity. When Leonard finished high school in 1893, he became an

apprentice pants -maker and supplemented his meager imam: by playing eve-

nings in an Aurora band. He soon became dissatisfied with the direction

in which his life was heading and began looking around for opportunities

to improve his lot in life.
1

'The biographical information or Koos' life, unless otherwise noted
is from Ceorge Conger, III, "Leonard V. Koos: His Contribution to
American Education During Half a Century" (unpublished Ed.D. dissertation,
Florida State University, 1969).
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Koos launched his career in education When he responded to an adver-

tisement in 1900 for a position as the teacher of a one-room school house

in the village of Minooka about fifty miles from Aurora. He became enthralled

in teaching and began reading extensively to improve his knowledge; by the

end of his first year of teaching he was convinced that ho should pursue

a college education. A Congregational minister persuaded Koos that Oberlin

College in Chic) was right for him, and he entered that college in 1902.

Oberlin was a rich experience for Koos. His mind was opened to many of

the ideas of the Progressive Era: he gained the nickname "Peace Koos"

by winning the senior oratory contest vith a speech titled ."The United

States of the World"; and he worked for two summers after receiving his

B.A, from Oberlin as Director of Progress City in Cleveland -..a program

for underprivileged youth at Hiram House, a George Bellamy settlement

house.

Koos began a seven-year career as a superintendent of schools after

leaving Oberlin in 1907 which took him from Shabbona, Illinois, to Red

Lake Falls, Minnesota, and finally to Glencoe, Minnesota. His moves

were inspired by salary increases and by opportunities to increase vocational

programs and to undertake school reorganizations. His interest in tha

reorganization of the secondary school system led him to seek out Charles

H. Jude, a nationally known figure in the long-standing and widespread

campaign to gain economy in time by reorganizing and shortening elementary

and secondary education, at the University of Chicago. Koos determined

that his career could be furthered by a masterts degree from Chicago, and

he entered that institution in the summer of 1914 with that godl in mind.

Judd enticed Koos to remain for tho Ph.D., however, by arranging for Koos



to ba made Executive Secretary for The Cemmittee on the Definition of the

Unit, of which Judd was a member, a committee of the North Central Associa-

tion of Collogos and Secondary Schools. Using this project for his doctoral

dissertation,'the final dofenoe of which lasted less than fifteen minutes,

Koos received the Ph.D. in the spring of 19:!6, eight quarters after beginning

his work for the master's degree. Judd helped Koos find hi first univcr,

sity post as Associate Professor of Education at the University of Washington,

which he he4d for three years before moving to the University of Minnesota

in 1919. After a successful decade at Minnesota, Koos was attracted ,back

to tho University of Chicago where ho taught from 1929 to his retirement

in 1946.

Koos' retirement 'fro: Chicago led to his first formal association

with AAJC, an organization before which he had given dozens of speeches;

from 1946 to 1949 he served as editor of the Ilnlorgplkgejobrnal,

published by AAJC, and as the Association's Director of Research.' Koos

has continued to study, teach, and write about junior colleges into the

19701s.
2

Koos' work for The Committee on the Definition of the Unit marked

his entry into national prominence as an expert on secondary education.

His published dissertation resulting from the committee's study was largely

a mass of data systematized in hundreds of charts and tables, revealing

his enthusiasm for organizing data which persisted throughout his career.

Following the efforts toward standardization in education that had been

made by NIA's Committee of Ten and its Commission on the Reorganization

Brick, Forum .'.rd Focus, p. 52.

2
At ago 89, Koos published a 580 page beck: TtleCommunity CoIlega

Student (Gainosville: University of Florida Press, 19?0).
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of Secondary Education and the College Entrance Examination Board, Koos'

study for The Committee on the Definition of the Unit provided a digest

of class time and credit standards for use by secondary school administra-

tors. 1

Koos' interest in the general reorganization of secondary education,

stimulated by Charles H. Judd, at first centered on the junior high school.

His first commercially published book contained arguments in support of

junior high schools which he later transferred intact to support junior

colleges: they would keep more youth in school and off the streets, pro-

vide economy of time, allow for individual differences and encourage a

commitment toward a vocation, provide better teaching, insure sharper

scholarly standards, and in general be geared to meet all of the demands

of a particular stage of adolescence in a child's life.2 Koos once told

interviewers that his interest in junior colleges resulted in part from

his study of junior high schools, stimulating a desire to establish separate

administrative units for the last two years of adolescence just as

the junior high school would accommodate the first two years.3

Charles H. Judd and President Lotus Coffman of the University of

Minnesota suggested Koos' name to officials of the Commonwealth Fund of

New York City who desired te'support a study of junior colleges. With a

grant of ten thousand dollars, Koos began the first major study of the

'Leonard V. Koos, The Administration of Seconder - School Units,
Supplementary Educational Monographs,
Press, 1917).

1, 3 (Chicago: University of Chicago

2Leonard V. Koos, teJtIsilihSchool (New York: Harcourt,
Brace and Company, 1920).

3George R. Conger and Raymond E. Schultz, "Leonard V. Koos:
Patriarch of the Junior College," Junior College Journal, XL (March, 1970),
28.
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junior college movement.
1

It resulted in a two-v6Iumo, data-packed publi-

cation by the University of Minnosota in 1924 and in a condensed, more road.

ablo con.morcial publication in 1925;2 it also resulted in Koos' bocoming

the major figure in the junior collogo fiold. Early in his study, Koos

reported that a shift in the purposes of the junior college was taking

place, and he made it clear that he believed it to be in a positive direc-

tion. Although the original purpose of the junior college had clearly

boon to prepare students for the university, Koos reported, the literature

of the junior college field and statemonts in junior colleges, which Koos

systomatically analyzed, contained increasing emphasis upon general and

occupational training for students not continuing their education.3 '.hen

his study was completed, Koos had amassod an impressive array of survey

studies and cogent arguments to support now directions for the junior

college. In particular, Koos emphasizod two areas which his analysis

determined were of basic importance, in addition to the established trans.

for function, in the continuing developont of the junior college movement:

(1) democratizing higher oducation and (2) exerting conserving and social.

izing influences upon youth.

Koos cited the statistical distributions of the army alpha test from

World War One to support the contention that there are many individuals

1McDowell's 1919 study, mentioned in Chapto: II, could be considered
the first major study of the junior colloge movement, but it was merely a
questionnaire survey with incomploto and sonotimos questionable returns.
Koos was characteristically thorough, travelling over 20,000 miles visit-
ing 70 institutions and receiving a high rate of response to his carefully
constructed questionnaires.

2
Loonard V. Koos, The Junior Collo7o, 2 vols., A Research Publication

of the University of Minnesota, oducation Sorios, :Co. 5 (Xinnoapolis:
University of Minnesota Press, 1924); L'onard V. Koos, The Junior Collef,,n
i<ovenont (Eoston: Ginn and Company, 1925),

3
Leonard V. Koos, "Current Concoptions of the Spacial Purposes of

the Junior :ollege," School Roviow, XXIX (September, 1921), 520.529.
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desorving of an education beyond high school although not mentally capie

of mastering a four-year course. He eployed tho term 3:sal,:i-profcseio.;.a1::

to apply to a vocational level higher than tho tradoa 'cut bolo e po-

fessions which would be appropriate for the clasS of student attoning

junior colleges. Koos used the term "ental democratization" to mean the

right of all to muds° the typo of education suitIblc, to

c;nd he saw the junior col logo as a moans to such "de:,looretization.':-

The contribution that Koos .though that the junior college could

rako by exerting "a conserving and social sing influence" on youth was

two-fold; first, it would allow students to begin col coo earlier and

thus conserve time; and second, it would allow the moral influence of

the home to continuo to act upon the student through all of his difficult

adolescont years. The conservation of tine idea, which of course 1%L3

very attractive to educators attuned to the ideal of efficiency, resulted

from a study that Koos did at the University of Minnesota comparing uni-

versity and junior college students, in which it was found junior collec:c

students, for no obvious reason, entered college about six months younger

in age than did university students. Moro important in Koos, promotion

of the junior college than efficiency in tire, however, was the social-

ization aspect of the junior collage. Not only would the junior colloge

e%tend the influence of the home, Koos argued, but it would allow ttol.o

individual attention to students likely to lose their way, morally

at a largo university. There would be more opportunities for leadernhi2

training in the smaller student clubs and athletic teams, developin:; in

students the proper attitude of citizenship.2

lhoos, The Junior Collose Moven:Int, pp. 118-121.

2
Ibid., pp. 170-173.
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Koos did not suggest that the junior college should abandon its

function of preparing some students for transfer to universities, which

he labeled the "Isthmian Function" since it connected the mainland of

elementary and secondary education with the peninsula of professional

and advanced academic training. In fact, Koos performed some of the first

studies demonstrating that junior college transfers do as well academically

at the university as do native junior and senior ptudents.1 But his

emphasis upon non-transfer functions, particularly the goal of educating

a semiprofessional class of workers, trained to be good citizens, keynoted

a junior college crusade that would last for decades.

Koos was committed to secondary education aid opposed to the idea

that the junior college was part of higher education. When the University

of Minnesota offered him the opportunity to become the first Professor of

Higher Education in the nation in 1926, he declined because of his convic-

tion that the junior college movement, with which he was becoming increasingly

identified, was a part of secondary and not higher education. 2 He assisted

in the strenuous but unsuccessful effort throughout the 1920's and 1930's

to integrate the last two years of high school with the junior college

and the first two years of high school with the junior high school, pro-

ducing a six-year elementary school, a four-year junior high school, and

a four-year junior college (the 6-4-4 plan). 3
Koos' arguments on behalf

of the 6-4-4 plan carried much of the efficiency-oriented language of

Harper, Lange, and Jordan, but in addition Koos stressed the need for

fourteen years of education for one particular class of people.

'Ibid., pp. 92-96. 2Conger, "Leonard V. Koos," p. 73.

3Leonard V. Koos, "Conditions Favor Integration of Junior Colleges
With High Schools," School Life, X/I 04ay, 1927), 164.
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A better organized system of secondary education would provide, to

Koos' way of thinking, a democratic method of guiding young people toward

their place in society- -one that supposedly would not involve the ruthless

selection process which Koos charged characterized the universities:

Prom the standpoint of the right of the less capable students
to complete college and university curricula four to eight
years in length, the large-scale elimination now character-
istic of our higher institutions is not entirely without
justification. It is only when faced by our American aspira-
tions for democracy of educational opportunity that this
elimination, with its accompanying ruthless disruptions of
life plans, appears intolerable, especially as few, if any,
of those eliminated fall below in mental caliber the mid-
point of our literate white draft during the World War.'

The undemocratic selection process in secondary education as depicted by

George S. Counts2 which operated subconsciously in teachers and perpetuated

social classes, Koos maintained, needed to be replaced by the process of

"distribution," which would be a "quite conscious policy of distributing

school attendants more effectively within the complex ramifications of

the modern school system.3 Without attempting an explanation of the

reasons, Koos asserted that distribution is 'Ilmch more in keeping with

the spirit of a popularized and democratized education than is selection."4

Koos saw distribution as part of the guidance function of the junior college,

and his ideas will be analyzed further in this regard later.

Throughout the period under study, Koos remained consistent in his

ideas. He continually emphasized the important role of the junior college

tLeonard V. Koos, "The Junior College," in illsher Education in America,
ed. by Raymond A. Kent (Boston: Ginn and Contany, 1930), pp. 13-14.

2Gtorge S. Counts, The Selective Character of American Secondary
Education (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1922).

Koos refers to Counts specifically in The Junior Colleje Movement,
p. 148. The definition of "distribution" comes from Leonard V. Koos, "The
Junior College Curriculum," School Review, XXXV {November, 1927), 669.

4Koos, "The Junior College Curriculum," p. 669.



in providing terminal curricula which would distr4bute 6tud.:nt.5,

guided, into a variety of se.ziprofessional areas; he nov.:.f. nogloatsd to

stress tho inportanoo of gensral social attitudes, or "so:L.1

az a basic aspect of training for somiprofessionz; and

catod the 6-4-4 plan of educational or HI3 diffi-

cult to measuro, must havo been great. 1;eluctant to join fer.7. 1 or

aations, ho nevertheless was a popular speaker before =Ilya He conuctod

several state-supported studies of junior collegos, and directed thJ first

national study of socondary education fundcd by the U.S. Congross in 1929.

During the 1930's ho edited the Senool Ro....ic17 at th:= University of Chicaso.

Many of the other commurity-j.anior college leadors :3010c:tad for this study

have written of Kos' iriluonco on their ideas about edu.::ation, including

his ex-students B. Lar.ar John on, S. V. Martorara, and Telard Mcds::or La

woll as George F. Zook, James M. Wood, James ?synolds, and Jesse P. Eaguo.1

Ho has written or co-authorod 17 books, 132 articles app,.;aring in 33 various

journals, and published over two dozen various yearbooks, bulletinz, and

surveys.
2

:alter Crosby :all's (:.e86-1963) was raised in the north=Aern soction-

of the ration ar4 remained in the west during most of career, striking

an interesting geographical counterbalance to tho nid1,-oLtornar, .;:oos, and

tho next leader to b© considered, Doak S. Campbell, who 1.7as fron the South.

Published biographical information about Eons is slight, to :1,*:

ho and scattered editorial co ants in his books and articles. 413

ated fron Wnitman Collego in Washington, in 1:-)n, and th,,n

began two years of high school teaching. Ha went to tho Univorsity of

Chicago, three years before Kos' arrival there, for a raster 's do:.rco.

1
Conger, "Leonard V. Koos," pp. 90-106.

2
Ibid. p. 106.



r'. nor receiving tho degree at the end of on3 year, LeLls ret,:rn:d :1:1z;

alma =ator, 'e,hitman Colleg,), in 1911, as a pl(ofoccor of r.zathe:atic..,,

Intorastod in applied mathematics, meohcnico, and ;urvoying, 7c l's

brought to tho' United Stator '.c;.., 'y fro.: 19:5 to l91

for in r.2.thonatios and mochaics, and h s;cnt tho of 1916

surveying at Harvard, rotuznod to Cc"ec 1 n4

until 1927, during which ti=a ho was alclo to obta4n a

education from Stanford University. He was t:con accept,od the Stanford

faculty, becoming a full professor in four yoars and ro:caining in that

capacity until 1933.

The intorost in jUnior collo:pa that :Eons devolopod at Stanford

soon directed into an imporCant national thanne'--tho aditoro,ip of .oho

J-o.nior Co Lams Jourr-1 a publicacion of tho :.con can Association of

Colleges, Tho Association, esta'olichcd in 1920, had survived ten y,cra

without a rogular Zournal, and it accepted an offor fro= Stanford Univarsiy

in 1930 of officos, clerical help, a pLblishing subsidy, and the zr:ort.,
timo sorvices of Eolls as editor to initiate a national ,fournal. Stanford

continued the support end Lolls continusd as editor until 1945.1

rotire=ont of Doak S. Cane ell as AAZC El;:ocutive Sacrotary in 19;3, iolla

stopped into that position w'nich he kopt until 1945. :ells vas an onorcctio,

strong -' illod man, eventually ousted from his leadarohip of arudat

charges that ha was runnin? a "ono.:lan s'now,"2 forco of his idcz,s,

howavor, continued long after the parsons) conflicts that ocoasioncd hi

resignation had subsided.

Sells, like most of the com,zunity- unior collego national spokcs:-..on

during this era, centered his attention ::ri=r-ily upon the need for z:',1r4,:r

1

Anal

Brick, Far p, 1C4. ,-. 4
1 rs 4



colleges to develop terminal education. Shortly eftr appointr,ent

Stanford University, Eells instituted e "...1i: ,-....a St.lee n

Survey with a grant fron the council of esearch in

and the American Council on Education, en.: -with the e:seorsement tne

state's Board of Education and Superintondant o: Scneels.' Sells scr.e

preliminary data from the Mental-Lducation Survey to share eitth de

to the 1929 AAJO Convention in Atlantic City einich undersered his tencern

about terminal education. Lens reported that 9CJ.4 percent of the :alifornia

,unior college students surveyed expressed an in to eentinue their

education beyond the junior collez,a. Sails feu-d this etas: stic alarming:

It will be most unfortunate if the junier
so successful as a popularizing a:;ency that it .11.1.t.i.3 all

of its students plan on full university courses.
the proportion of those continuin; should ee naerer
than ninety per cent. This re pert of ninety ?.s.r. cent Is a

distinct danger signal ahead.4

In 1936, Eells had further evidence to sound an alam for terminal e.ducation.

With follow.up data on nearly 7,000 California .tinier cellege student5 :r.o

had indicated in 1929 that they intended to continue their sduc tier in

some particular four -year college or university, Sells reported t'-:_a:

a quarter of the students actually made the intended trahefer, an: sf that

quarter only half had graduated by 19'36. Even cenzidering s impaet sf

the dopression and the ur=own numbere who centinued edueatien at

some different institution than that indicated i 1929, Sel,:_e =observed,

1
Letter from Eells to Oalifornia Lmeo-.tives,

1929, AAjC Archives. Also see by Sells,
Yntal-Siw_:Ation Survey (Sacramento: California .etete
Lducation, 1930)

2.e,alter
Crosby sells, "Californii -..-tier

of Their Students," Proct:e:-!in7s of thl "2,:nth Ann: 11

City, N.j., 1929), p. 13 ;.



the study revealed a serious junior college problom, Tho first ir4:,lication

that Lolls draw from the results was that the majority of junior

students, regardless of their stated intentions, wore, in fast, if not in

name, "torminal students." Secondly, junior colleges were romdss in not

"devising, porfecting, and popularizing suitable terminal ourricula, both

- of the semiprofessional type and of tho genoral civic, cultural, or social

intelligence type." Thirdly, Eells maintained that students should. 'ce

mado aware of these facts through educational guidance so that they

understand that thore was a reasonable doubt of thoir success, Finally,

Solls suggested that the data indicated that the entrance requirements of

four-year colleges and universities wore too rigid and should be relaxed

for qualified junior colloge graduates.
1

Eells produced a textbook on junior colleges in 1931 which hocamo

the basic source for people interested in the junior collage throughout

the nation.
2

He allottod a chapter to each of four basic functions,

first identified in a 1926 dissertation by Frank Waters Thomas,3 that

junior colleges should perform.. -(1) the popularizing function; (2) the

preparatory function; (3) the terminal function; and (4) the guidance

function. These four functions became standard aims in the literaturo of

community-junior college national spokosmen throughout the 19301s. The

popularizing function, simply stated, was the aim of keeping incroasing

nu:zbers of youth in school beyond the twolfth grade. The junior oollo'io

1,,
6alter Crosby Eolls.

J ni.Or Collnle Journal VII

2Walter Crosby Eells,
Company, 1931).

"Intentions of Junior College Students,"
(October, 1936), 3-10.

The Junior Collom (Boston: Houghton afflin

3Frank 'eaters Thomas, "A StUdy of Functions of the Public Junior
College and the Extent of Their Realization in California" (unpublished
11.1), dissertation, Stanford University, 1926).
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was not advocated for all yoUth at this tine,-but only thoea intellieent

onotzgh to at least achieve semiprofessional status. The preparatoey. fune_

teleen was of course well accepted, and no junior college leaders opeeeed

the idea of continuing to prepare students for transfer to ether inetitu.

tions of higher education. Eons warned in this regard, however, that

junior colleges needed to guard against encouraging students to attempt

transfer work who might more wisely pursue terminal tour 303.
1

It was in

support of the terminal and guidance functions that Eelle coe.structed the

strongest cases, for these acre areas that he considered harmfully neglected.

tells began his case for the terminal function by citing without

reference the fact that less than ten percent of the population is needed

by society in the professions. If the junior college wore going to popeilar-

izo higher education, Eons raintained, then it nest provide curricula

that would be suitable for the increasing number of students entering its

doors. From a study of 279 junior college catalogues ho determined that

those institutions were doing a poor job of meeting this need. In his

discussion of terminal education, Eons presented a problem that escaped

most of his contemporary junior college writers who assumed that merely

offering of terminal curricula would naturally attract suittble student:.;

Belle recognized the popularity of the preparatory progra.e:

For awhile, terminal courses must be more than offered; they
must be made attractive. Students cannot be forced to take
them it is true, but perhaps they can be led, enticed,
attracted.2

Dells' perceptive observation that students night continue to choose prcee-ea-

tory programs even when offored the alternative of "more suitable" teminel

programs led him to place a great deal of emphasis upon the guidance function

hells, The Junior Colleen, p. 280.
2
Ibid., P. 310.
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of junior colleges. He presented evidence from his California Junior

College Mental-Education Survey that the bottom five percent of California

junior college males, as measured by the Thurstone Intelligence Test,

stated that they intended to continue their education beyond the junior

college.1 Three of the four functions of the junior collegepopularization,

terminal education, and guidance--needed to be complementary efforts,

according to Eells, to train a semiprofessional class of people in keeping

with their abilities to meet the needs of society.

In 1940 Eells directed a national study of terminal education in

junior colleges, about which more will be said later, and expanded his

ideas for new terminal curricula. Recognizing that a terminal education

needed to provide students with both a better living and a better life,

Eells reiterated the commonly accepted dualism, with mention of consider-

able overlapping, between courses "designed to develop cultural aspects,

civic training and what has been termed social intelligence" and courses

with "a semiprofessional aspect, designed to develop occupational, vocational

and technical skills and competence."2 Eells suggested that forty percent

of a course of study could be devoted to each aspect, leaving twenty percent

for optional courses.
3

Elaborating upon the economic and social factors requiring increased

terminal curricula, Eells constructed a wide-ranging argument for terminal

education. He discussed the closing of the western frontier and the result-

ing inability of youth to find opportunity in farming inexpensive public

lIbid., p. 331.

2Walter Crosby Eells, Why Junior nnllese Terminal Education?,
Terminal Education Monograph No. 3 (Washington, D.C.: AAJC, 1941), p. 8

3Ibid., p. 10.
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land. He reiterated the lack of space in the professions, revising his

percentage estimate downward from ten to six percent of the population that

could fit into that class. Age factors such as longer life spans, the

increasing age of permanent job entry, and the public aversion to child

labor were included in the list of factors underlying the need for terminal

education. Also in the list were the mobility of the population, the rising

crime rate among youth, and the threat of unemployment in a technological

age. Nor did Eells forget to include the necessity for increased citizen-

ship training and the economic and social advantages to families of board-

ing young college students at home, factors commonly mentioned in support

of terminal education.'

A great deal of Eells' view of man and of society is revealed in the

following passage relating to citizenship training in terminal education.

Distinguishing between university education for leadership and terminal

education for followship, he asserted:

Increasingly is there need for young people to be prepared
better for civic responsibility, social understanding, home
duties and responsibilities, law observance, and devotion
to democracy. At a time when the democratic way of life and
of government is on trial as never before, it is essential
to have a well-educated and intelligent citizenry. Educated
leadership is not sufficient. Educated followship is also
essential. On the whole the university tends to select and
educate young people of superior native ability and intelli-
gence. In a democrdey, however, the vote of the citizen
of moderate or inferior native ability counts quite as much
in the. ballot box as the vote of the genius.2

With Eells as with Koos, an elitism supposedly based upon scientific measures

of intelligence underlaid his repetitive emphasis upon junior college ter-

minal education.

'Ibid., pp. 14-40. 2Tbid., p. 29.
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Doak S. Campbell (1888- ) was a Southern educator who came to the

support of terminal education in junior colleges with many of the same

ideas as Koos and cells. Born in an Arkansas log cabin, Campbell was

raised and educated in Arkansas, receiving a bachelor's degree front cuachita

College, a Baptist institution, in 1911. Remaining in Arkansas,, Campbell

spent four years as principal and a teacher in a high school in Col:bus,

Arkansas, and then moved to Little Rock to work for a year as State Secretary

of Baptist Sunday School and Young Peoples' Work. Sr. 1916, Campbell joined

the staff of Central College in Conway, Arkansas, whore his first year

included teaching chemistry and biology as well as directing the eollogo

orchestra. Within four years, he was President of Central College, and

during his eight years in the presidency he converted the Baptist college

from a faltering four-year girls' college into a thriving girls' junior

college. He entered actively into the national junior college movement

and was selected as Executive Secretary of AAJC in 1922, when the Associa-

tion was only two years old.
1

A college president at age 31 and the executive secretary of a national

association at age 33, Campbell still felt the need to advance his own

educational qualifications. 14hen he was 38 he left Central College to

pursue graduate study at George Peabody College in Eashville, Tenneeseo,

and there he received a master's degree after one year and a Ph.D. degree

two years after that. He stayed on at Peabody working in the Division

of Surveys and Field Studies, conducting many of the same type of svadies

done by Bells at Stanford and Koos at annesota and Chicago. Campbell's

interests broadened, and he did not maintain a primary interest in junior

lUnless otherwise noted, the biographical information on Campbell
comes from John Fawcett, Jr., "Doak S. Campbell and Southern Education"
(unpubliehed Ed.D. dissertation, Florida State University, 1966).



collagos throughout his caroor. In 1935 he was appointed T.:::an of the

Caduato College at Peabody and resigned his dcr..anding bat non-pa: /i...:

position as Executive Secretary for AAJC. In 1941 ho as salocteal for tna

presidency of Florida State College for Wonen in Tallahassee and no

longer a national spokesman for community-junior collages, althoufa ha

did act as Chairman of the AAJC Comalission on Junior Collage Tominal

Education which authorized the study that Bells directed.

Two active interests which Campbell maintainad all the .chile ho was

AAJC Executive Secretary were not directly reflected in his junior colica

writings but contributed c,r4atly to his general thinking (this baconao

apparent in his post-war writings to be considered in the next chaptor).-

religious education and Southern education. From his collage days at

Quachita to the presidency of Florida State College, Campbell rerneri a.

active Sunday School teacher. He was active in local, state, and national

Baptist educational undertakings, often serving as a consultant. After

retirement, he wrote a column for tho Western Recorder, a weekly Baptist

publication. Campbell's position with the ivision of Surveys and Field

Studios at Peabody, serving as dirocior from 1934 to 1938, involved him

in many ideas and projects to develop Southern education. Generally

speaking, ho championed increased vocational and citizenship training at

all educational levels and envisioned educational channels appropriate to

the natural abilities of individuals, a stance in perfect accord with ths

prevailing idoas on junior college terminal education. His involvaa:;nt

with research projects on Southern education brought him into contact w:th

the prestigious General Education Board, a contact ho was later able to

use to the advantage of AAJC.
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Although Campbell became the Exccutive Secretary of A,=.jC in 1922,

his writings on the junior collogo movement ware spa:a° until the 1930's.

His doctoral dissertation was a national study of stated `ins of anier

colleges, and its publication in 1930 produced an updating of Koos' 1924

study.
1

Like Koos, Campbell reviewed junior college purposes stated in

college catalogues and in the literature of the fiold; he did not do the

oxtonsive traveling to junior colleges that Koos did, but he'did receive

good questionnaire results allowing him to consider actual junior college

practices too. Campbell did not uncover any new or additional statements

of purpose for junior colleges, but he was able to demonstrate decisively

that the terminal function, strongly supported in the general literature,
a-

was weakly represented in actual junior college offerings. A strong interest

was expressed by Campbell, which ho shared more with Koos than Eons, in

overall educational reorganization. Ho criticized junior colleges for fail-

ing to take their place squaroly within secondary education, fitting their

practices to the later stage of adolescence. Reminiscent of the ideas of

Harper, Jordan, and Lange, Campbell urged greater efficiency and economy of

time in education by integrating junior college work with high school wor%.2-

It is interesting to compare the four categories of junior college

purposes identified by Campbell with the earlier list of four categories

developed by Thomas and disseminated by Rolls. In throe cases they were

the samepreparatory, terminal, and populariLing functions; they diffe:c.i

on the fourth function, which was "gyidance" in tho Thonas-Eolls categsr-

tion and "democratization" in Campbell's listing. Tha two functions were

1Doak S. Campbell, A Critical Stud of the Stated Purnesos of the.
Junior Colloqe, Contribut4on to EducatiO77;77677=i7017;1i7:eabsdy
College for Teachers, 1930).

2
Ibid., pp. 80-83.



not AS different as their terminology indicates, hoover, since under

"dexocratization" Campbell included providing opportunitieo, in koe.:ing

with local needs, for groups of students less than college calib,:r.1 All

things considered, the tor works of Koos, Eon: and Ca:Ipboll ref_..... cao

same concern for dovoloping new educational channels to direct youth into

"useful and suitable" positions in socioty.

Campbell, like Koos, often spoke of the do:zocratizing mission of the

junior college, but his meaning, also like that of Koos, was cult° elitist.

For instance, addressing the Departnont of Secondary School Principals of

tho National Education Association in 1931, Campbell stated two "widely_

accepted" conditions neoessary for education to be considered demoor,stic:

(1) It must be available to all persons alike, supposedly
upon equal terms; and (2) it must provide training suitable
to the needs of those it sorves.2

Campbell then went on to mention Thomas Jofforson's advice to rake goniuces

from the rubbish annually and send them on at public exponso; Campbell

editorialized:

His reference to "rubbish" has a strangolY:familiar and modorn
sounding to those Who have been concerned with tha transfer
of graduates of secondary schools to American higher institu.
tions.3

Campbell also offered George S. Counts' The SIllotivo Chn,moter of

Socondary Education as evidence that bettor mothods of soloction wo:o needed,

concluding that it was duo time to substitute action for discussion:

There is no doubt that the came argulonts are mad°
for wide distribution of public junior colleges as have

.11bid. p. 31.

2
Doak S. Campboll, "The Public junior CollegeAn of Do.r.oc:y--

The Social Aspocts," 3ulletin of the E'oTrtm'mt of .5ondanv School
XXXV (March, 1931), 150.

3Ibid p. 151.
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boon made for making high school advantages universal in this
country. The offering of educational opportunities ::hich will
fit ono for citizonship and for a degree of independence at
what ever level he may be forced by social or econe:lic pressure
out of the school system, lends itself readily to theoreticel
discussion, but in actual practice has little to show by way
of accomplishment.1

The junior college, thought Campbell, could do much in the actual arena

of practice, as well as in theory, to fit individuals for their various

levels.

Koos, Eells, and Campbell purported to write descriptive studios of tho

rapidly growing junior college movement in the 1920's and 1930's, but their

evaluations of progress achieved revealed clearly their ideological bent.

Later in this chapter their more crusading articles will be analyzed, but

it should already be recognized that these educators i.-ere marshalling argu-

ments under the banner of democracy dlich idealized an efficient, orderly,

stratified, and stable society, based upon the supposedly stratified qualities

of human nature, very close to the society envisioned by Harper, Jordan, and

Lange. Their common emphasis upon the need for more terminal curricula

and the need to guide individual's into them was made possible by thoir

common view of human nature and. their acceptance of the demands ,of an indus-

trialized society.

If Harper, Jordan, and Lange can be considered the prophets of tho

junior college movement, then Koos, Eells, and Campbell can be considered

its generals in the field. Such an analogy occurred to George F. 1/0014,

once United States Commissioner of Education and himself a community-

junior college rational spokesman; on the twentieth anniversary of AAJC he

addressed the assembled delegates, paying tribute to the proi:letic vision

Ibid.. p. 153.
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of early leaders such as Harper, Jordan and Lange and praising conten?orary

junior college leadership as follows:

. . it cannot really be said that there was a junior college
movement in this country until the Junior College Association.
powerfully reinforced by General Koos and later by Colonels
Eons and Campbell, organized the bravo but struggling fron,.
tiorsnen into an army which over since has been fathering
recruits on all hands and has oven stormed its way into the
New England citadel.. You will notice that I refer to these
latter three gentlemen in military tors rather than in
religious ones because I assume that like saints a prophet
has to be dead for quite awhile before he is accorded this.
merited recognition. I need not tell you that these three
gentlemen are very much alive. Hence T hope we don't have
to call them prophets for many years yet. There are a few
battles yet to be fought and we may need them sorely.1

Other Cozmunitv-Junier Colleqe National Seakosn
Durinq the 1920's and 19p's

If one wished to carry Zook's military analogy further, the other

community-junior college national spokesmen in this study during the 1920's

and 1930's could be considered colonels and lieutenants. The colonels- -

L. W. Smith, Nicholas Ricciardi, John W. Harbeson, James M. Wood, and

George F. Zook - -gill be discussed in acme detail, in this section; the

lieutenants -- Jesse P. Bogue, C. C. Colvert, B. Lamar Johnson, Leland

Medskor, and James Reynolds--will only he briefly introduced in this

chapter since the days of their generalship came after 1941 and their

ideas will be the central focus of the next chapter. Roberi M. Hutchins

really escapes the analogy altogether, unless one were to consider him a

leader in an allied army or a veteran of a previous war, but his ideas on

the junior college will be included because he mot the publishing criteria

of the study and because his ideas pose an interesting contrast to the

prevailing ideas within the community-junior college movement.

1
George F. Zook, "The Past Twenty Years--The Next Twenty Years,"

Junior College JvIrnal, X (May, 1940), 618.
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L. W. Smith (1676-1952) was born in Ohio, educated in the public

schools of that state, and graduated in 1902 with a bachelor's degree from

Denison University in Granville, Ohio, where William Rainey Harper once

taught. He began teaching English in Aurora, Illinois, only a few years

after Leonard V. Koos left that city to begin a teaching career elsewhere.

From 1908 to 1919, Smith served as the principal of Thornton Township High

School in Harvey, Illinois, and in that position he was able to do graduate

work at the University of Chicago, receiving a master's degree in 1913 and

a Ph.D. in 1919. With his new doctorate, Smith moved to the superintendency

of Joliet Township High School and Junior College, thus locating himself

within a rich vein of junior college history. Smith remained at Joliet

until 1928 when he accepted the position of Superintendent of Schools at

Berkeley, California, which he held to 1936. In his later years, Smith

worked as Director of the American College Bureau and as a research fellow

for the University of California, but his major involvement in the junior

college movement was limited to pre-World War Two years.
1

Just prior to moving to Joliet, Smith attracted national attention

by instituting a program to "Americanize" alien workers; the recent revolu-

tion in Russia and the rise of the Red Scare in the United States insured

an audience receptive to his ideas. He won support from local factory

owners in Harvey for the Americanization program after explaining to them

that it would mike the workers more efficient, more satisfied in their work,

and "loss susceptible to various typos of detrimental agitation."2 Some

employers became so enthusiastio that they made their employees attend the

rho biographical information concerning L. W. Smith comes mostly from
'410 Was Who in America, Vol. III: 1951-1960, p. 798.

2
L. W. Smith, "Americanization in the Thornton Township High School,"

School Review, XXVIII (November, 1920), 660.
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program to keep their jobs, With English tests, intelligence tests, and

several levels of English and American Government courses, Smith "Amori-

canized" nearly five hundred factory workers in 1919.
1

At Joliet, Smith continued to sell local businessmen on the advan-

tages of blending instruction in good civic behavior with vocational train-

ing, and he recommended the procedure to other educational leaders anxious

to increase public support for industrial education.
2

Like most other

community-junior college national spokesmen during this era, Smith insisted

that the junior college remain firmly attached to secondary education, He

began his 1926 presidency of AAJC with a strong appeal to convention dele-

gates to make clear that, regardless of its form, the junior college was a

part of secondary education.3 This advice was offered in regard to the

debate over two-year versus four-year junior colleges, a debate that con-

tinued throughout the 1920's and 1930's, Smith himself favored the 6..44

plan, but his primary concern was the maintenance of an integral relation-

ship between the junior high school and the high school which would allow

a co-ordinated effort to guide students into appropriate areas.
4

Each

unit in secondary education would have a different function, as Smith

explained to delegates to the University of Illinois high school conference

in November, 1927: the high school would terminate the education of those

students suitable for a vocation in the trades; and the junior college

1
Ibid.

2
L. I, Smith, "Industrial Education at Joliet Township High School,"

industrial Education Magazine, XXIV (June, 1923), 359-364,

3
L. Smith,

tion?," Proceedin7,s

4L. W. Smith,
Schools Journal, XI

"The Junior College, a Two, Four, or Six Year Institu.
of the Sixth Annu'il AAJC Moetin3 (Chicago, 1926) p. 11.

"Significance of the Junior College Movement," Chicago
(October, 1928), 43.



119

would terminate the education of those suitable for a semiprofessional

level, He told the assembled educators:

There are large groups of stuients FO to the high schools
of America who should be trained for certain routine positions
in our American life.-the trades, the skilled clerical occupa-
tions, the skilled mercantile occuations., This can all be
done on the traditional high school level,!

The separate functions of various units within secondary education, however,

were all to be part of the general process of efficiently guiding students

into positions in life, vocationally and socially, which were "suitable"

to them.

Nicholas Ricciardi is not listed in any biographical reference source,

and thus personal data about him are limited and sketchy. His professional

career was spent in California, beginning in the 1920's as State Commis-

sioner of Vocational Education. or cost of the 19;0's he served as Chief

of the California State Division of Secondary Education within the State

Department of Education, leaving that post in 1938 to become the president

of San 2ernadino Valley Junior College in California. Four years later

he left southern California and moved 400 miles north to become the preSi-

dent of Sacramento Junior College.

Considering himself an "industrial educator," Ricciardi maintained

a steady interest throughout this period in vocational education in the

junior college. Eis writings consistently emphasized, however, the social

rather than the technological benefits that would result from properly

devised terminal curricula. In one of his first published articles,

Ricciardi answered the question of "For :':at occupations should the state

prepare its workers?" thusly:

1
L. W. Smith, !Tne Significance of the Junior College, Xove7;ent,"

Procoodin?s of the Himh School Conference November 1 2 (Urbana:
University of Illinois Press, 192e p. 39.



The state should prepare its workers for the right occupa,:ions:
and the rift occupations are those which are test 7...ted to
the capacities and vocational interests of the vituaIs
and which in addition meet the needs of sotiety.

Elaborating upon this rather vague reply to his rhetorical question, nicciardi

explained that sooial problems would result froh allowing too nany stuenta

to drift "unnaturally" into higher education; an of society could

not allow such inefficient education. Ricciardi SAW high scho,a1 students

existing in three groups: (1) those capablf of a higher edation; (2)

those compelled by law to be in high school but not intellectually co.ape-

tent; and (3) "those more or less seriously interested in getting th

training they need for the %ind of work they want to do or thin they

want to do."
2

It was the third group that might need the ::sue;

by the junior college for additional guidance and training. :o nai.e cer-

tain that the "capacities and vocational interests of the indivivals"

and the "needs of society" matched, Ricciardi stressvi the necessity of

"applying science to education" for a true determination. 5

The conception that Ricciardi held of individual capacities and

social needs was simplistically explained in an article two years later:*
47

Every individual, according to Ricciardi, has five :urn:al:Antal capacities--

mental, physical, moral, co-operation, and craft capacities:

His mental capacity is the ability to acquire, to cocrdinate
and to apply ideas. His physical capacity is the atility
keep in good health and to endure. oral capacity is the
ability to discharge obligations in accordance with generally
approved ethical standards. The ability to respect the honest

1_
Aicholas Ricciardi, "For OoliAt C,:":01,7-AtiOnS 1:?.e ?repare

Its Workers?," Industrial Education Xalazins, XXV:: (over,ber, 1Y2-5), :43.

2ibid., p. 141. 3Ioid., p. 143.

`Nicholas Ricciardi, "A Philosophy of 7ocational Ed.:cation and 1ts
Sources," Industrial Education Ma77:azine, XXIX (j1;ly, yi7 7-
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convictions of others, to work in harmony with associates, and
be loyal to superiors, is cooperation capacity; and craft capac-
ity is the ability to do the kind of work set as tho standard
of efficiency in the vocation which the individual may pursue.1

With his view of human nature, it is little wonder that employers supported

Riciardits attempts to build vocational curricula designed to develop the

"natural" capacities for endurance, loyalty, and vocational effieioncy.

Ricoiardits analysis of the needs of society for vocational train-

ing was equally simple, consisting also in five partsprofessional, semi-

professional, skilled, semiskilled, and unskilled vocations.2 He did not

attempt to correlate the five individual capacities with the five vocational

areas, but rather implied that individuals capable of a professional voca-

tion would be advanced in all five abilities, and capabilities would decline

across-the-board as vocational levels declined.

Ricciardi argued that vocational education was in largo part char-

acter building, stating that "we know that workers and citizens of char-

acter are invariably reliable and efficient individuals." Citing Roger

Babson that 65 percent of discharged workers lose their jobs from charac-

ter deficiencies and only 35 percent are discharged for deficiencies in

knowledge and skill, Ricciardi continued his argument:

Industry is realizing more and more clearly that the
heart and the hand function bost when the heart is right;
and character building makes the heart right.

Industry wants well-trained workers of character.
The chief concern of the schools is to train young people
so that they may develop into efficient workers and citizens
of character. Industry and the schools, therefore, should
join hands to establish the kind of training program which
will accomplish the ends which they have in common.3

lIbid., p. 9.
2
Ibid. 3Ibid., P. 10.
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The reward that society could expect from vocational education in

tho junior college, according to Ricciardi, was economic and social sta-

bility, certainly an attractive commodity to a generation besot by eco-

nomic depression and social conflict. Learning the importance of a stable

dollar. which a vocational curriculum would toach, and learning the impor

tance of a stable home, which would counter the rising divorce rate, wore

only two examples that Ricciardi offered in his pioturo of the junior

college as a stabilizer of sooiety.
1

Any builder of vocational curricula,

Ricciardi advised delegatos to the 1940 AAJC Convention, should consider

the following remarks of a vocational educator:

"I can teach a person to become an efficient locksmith,
but whother or not ho becomes a socially useful oitizon depends
on what we give him besides the-skill and technical knowledge
required to make or repair locks; whether he goes out to
repair a look or to pick it will depend on his social under-
standing."2

John W. Harbeson, like Ricciardi, lacks any published biographical

sketch. Piecing together scattered editorial reforences, one can ascertain

that he r000ived a bachelor's degree from the University of Kansas in 1911,

at which time he became a superintendent and principal of schools in

Kansas. Working in Kansas until 1919, Harbeson was able to gain an M.A.

from Columbia University in 1916. In 1920, Harbeson made a move to California,

eight years before Smith did the same. Harbeson headed for southern

California, however, to the Pasadena school system; in 1927 ho began a ton

year tonuro as Principal of Pasadena Junior Collogo, during which time ho

managed to acquire a Fh.D. from the University of Southern California in

1931.

'Nicholas Ricciardi, "Whe.t May bo Expoctod of the Junior College?,"
Junior Collogo Journal, V (October, 1934), 10-12.

2Nicholas Ricciardi, "Vocational Curricula," Junior Collogo Journal,
X (May, 1940), 598.
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Harbeson became principal of Pasadena Junior College in time to help

launch a widely publicized experiment in school reorganization - -an attempt

to establish the 6-44 plan in a public school system. Along with John

Sexson, the Superintendent of Schools, Harbeson became a nationally known

VOLurZ,iA of the campaign to establish public four-year junior colleges.
1

. The experiment, although later abandoned by the Pasadena school board,

was an encouragement to all those who insisted, as did moos, Campbell,

Smith and Ricciardi, that the junior college should be an integral part

of the high school.

A battery of arguments supported the 6-4.4 plan of organization,

all of which were in harmony with the prevailing ideological beliefs of

community-junior college leaders. First of all, by combining the last

two years of high school and the first two years of college in the same

four-year institution, it was argued that efficiency could be bettor obtained.

Overlapping in courses could be lessened because the same teachers would

be teaching beginning, intermediate, and advanced courses in their fields

and would know what work students had already covered.
2

Secondly, the

idea continued to be advanced that adolescence continued to approximately

an individual's twentieth year, and that his needs could best be met dur-

ing that stage of growth by a local institution attentive to personal

development. But the main reason in favor of the four-year college which

Harbeson consistently emphasized was that it could best promote good

terminal education. It could do this by: (1) efficiently organizing the

general education program for the teaching of good citizenship so that

1See John A. Sexson and John W. Harbeson, Tho New American College:
The Four-Year Junior Conoco (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1946)

John W. Harbeson, "The Pasadena Junior College Experiment," Junior*
21112ge Journal, II (October, 1931), 9-10.
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it would be completed by a student's twelfth school year; (2) providing

two full years, grades thirteon and fourteen, for training vocational

students; and (3) providing a four-year guidance program which would have

adequate time'to assess, direct, and place vocational students.1

Harbeson proudly reported in 1938, after ton years of directing

the four-year junior college experiment, that more than sixty percent of

the students at Pasadena Junior College were enrolled in terminal curricula.2

This was indeed considered a mark of success by other junior college

loaders struggling to find ways to fulfill, the terminal function which

was increasingly pinpointed as the junior college's primary contribution

to American society.

James M. Wood (1875-1958) differed in several ways from other com-

munity-junior college national spokesman in the 1920's and 1930's. He

was less of an advocate for terminal education to meet the needs of society

and more of an advocate for a child-centered, life-adjustment education.

He was the.only one of the leaders in this study to affiliate with the

Progressive Education Association, and his belief in social reform through

the education of the individual is not apparent in the writings of the

other community-junior college spokesmen. At the same time, however,

Wood and his ideas were not outcasts from the junior college movement;

Michael Brick labeled Wood "the moving spirit of the junior college move -

ment" in the early 1920'6..3 The location of the organizational meeting

1
John W. Harbeson, "Vocational Completion Courses at Pasadena Junior

College," California Journal of Secondar Education, XI (November, 1936),
435_437.

2john W. Harboson, "The Experimental Program at Pasadena," Junior
College Journal, VIII (April, 1938), 354.

3
Brick, Forum and Focus, p. 30.
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for AAJC in St. Louis, nearby Wood's Stephens College, and the fact that

Wood was elected president of the new organization in 1923 and 1924 are

indications that he was well accepted in the movement.

Wood was born in Missouri and was a teacher, principal, and super-

intendent for ten years before receiving his bachelor's degree from the

University e Missouri in 1907. After three more years as a school

superintendent in Missouri, Wood went for his master's degree at Columbia,

returning to Missouri in 1911 to a position in the Education Department

of the State Normal School in Springfield. He was appointed to the presi-

dency of Stephens College for Women in Columbia, Missouri, in 1912, a

position he held for thirty-five years.
I

Located in Missouri, Wood wit-

nessed junior college growth coming less from the high schools than from

converted four-year colleges. The University of Missouri took the lead

in directing this transformation, and by 1916 a Missouri-junior college

union had been formed consisting of nine junior colleges, regularly

inspected and accredited by the University.
2

In the first four years

of Wood's presidency at Stephens, ho converted that institution from a

four-year college into a junior college, with an attached preparatory

school, and brought it into the Missouri-junior college union.

Although Wood did not develop the same view of terminal education

as most other junior college leaders, he did take the leadership in

support of the 6.4.,4 plan of educational reorganization and thus was in

tune with an important segment of junior college thought. His opening

address to the organizational meeting of AAJC in 1920 was an appeal to

WasWas Who in America, Vol. III: 1951-1960, P. 935.

2
James M. Wood, "The Junior College," Journal of Education, LXXXIV

(July 27, 1916), 92.
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implement educational reorganization by building four-year junior colleges

with curricula to meet the needs of students rather than the needs of

faculty. The question and answer session after Wood's spc;ech showed no

opposition to his ideas, with the exception that some wore skeptical of

granting an A.B. degree, as Wood proposed but never implonented, at the

end of a student's fourteenth year of education
1
--a proposal advocated by

only one other person studied in this chapter, Robert X. Hutchins.

Most community-junior college spokesmen, while alert to the need for

more terminal curricula, had only vague ideas about the content of such

curricula. Wood, on the other hand, began his arguments with a considera..

scion of curricula, and not with a concern for steering the masses away from

the professions. Wood's particular ideas on proper curricula for junior

colleges will be considered in more detail later; for the present it is

important to grasp his basic premise that personal development should bo

the central focus of each junior college student's curriculum. To imple-

ment this idea, Stephens College contracted with Dr. W. W. Charters in

1921 to undertake a long-range study to determine what the personal "needs"

of young women really wore; charters arranged for over a thousand women

to record their interests and activities on a daily basis and to send him,

anonymously, these diaries which he used to construct a curriculum for

women.
2

1
James M. Wood, "The Function of the Junior College," in National

Conference of Junior Colle:;es, 1920, and First Anrual Mcetinv, of AAJC1 1921
Bureau of Education Bulletin No. 19 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1922), pp. 2 -6.

2
James M. Wood, "A College Curriculum for Women," in Prob14-1; of

ollec4e Education, ed. by Earl Hundleson (Minneapolis: University of
Minnesota Press, 1928), pp. 369-370.
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About the same time that Pasadena Junior College became a four-year

institution, President Wood appeared before a session of the North Central

Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools to ask permission for Stephens

College to experiment with a similar eleventh through fourteenth grade

system. The North Central Association granted a five-year permit and

appointed a three-man committee to keep in contact with the experiment--

Charles H. Judd (Chairman), Leonard V. Koos, and George F. Zook. In 1930,

after their second visit to Stephens, the committee roportod that all was

well, complimenting "the vigor and devotion with which Stephens College

is contributing to the solution of one of the important problems of junior

college organization."1 As might be expected of Wood, the experiment in-

volved a curricular reorganization and not merely adjoining the traditional

last two years of high school work with the traditional first two years of

college work. Stephens began their freshmen (eleventh graders) with orien-

tation courses in humanities, social science, natural science, and vocations,

along with whatever "tool subjects," such as reading, writings, mathematics,

foreign language, that a student might need to pursue his chosen major and -

minor fields. All specialized major and minor subjects pursued the sopho-

more year (twelfth grade) began with orientation units tying the specialty

to wider human interests. The junior and senior years (grades thirteen and

fourteen) permitted increased specialization in selected major and minor

areas.
2

In a co-operative venture with a high school at Long Beach, California,

and a men's junior college at Menlo Park, California, course ideas and instruc-

tors were exchanged to.widen the experiment. Evaluation testing disclosed

1"Roport on Stephens
1930), 161.

2
James M. Wood, "The

Eihth Annual AAJCELet.

Collegu," Junior Collor© Journal, I (December,

Four Year Junior College," Proceedings of the
(Chicago, 1928) pp 47.48
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that the ability of high school students to do "college level work" was

nearly as groat as that of college students, evidence often repeated by

other advocates of the 6-4-4 plan of reorganization.1

Although Wood was the president of a private, women's college, his

curricular ideas were directed to, and well received by, a wider junior

college audience. Private colleges predominated in AAJC until the 1930's,

when their influence began to wane, but the differences between public and

private junior colleges did not cause much disagreement among junior college

leaders.2 Ly 1938, however, Wood came to think that'the type of junior

college he wished to promote would probably have to bo a private institu-

tion. Ho identified three types of junior colleges, each with a definite

purpose. The local public junior college, stated Wood, had to accommodate

large numbers of deprived youth and prepare them "to face life as competent

citizens, economically and socially." The second typo of junior college,

usually fostered by a university, was one characterized by a dominant pro-

fessional aim and prepared students to enter a higher university level.

The third type, said Wood, was "the type which accepts frankly the theory

of general education as its basis of practice. It is found in greatest

numbers among the private junior colleges." This third typo, of course,

was Wood's ideal, and his eventual recognition that it was not to be

realized in most public junior colleges indicates that a general parting

of the ways was taking placeibetween the developing community-junior college

1
James M. Wood, "Long Beach--Menlo--Stephens Co-operation," Junior

College Journal, I (February, 1931), 242-250.

2i3aick, Forum and Focus, p. 37; L. W. Smith, "Liscussion on the
Junior College," Proceedingsc22n11.21±,Accia.lion of Colleges
and Secondary Schools, XXX, Part II (XarCh-,-192-5);-7-56-.----pp.
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and the private junior college, a division that would be ideologically

complote by the 19501s.
1

George F. Zook was a goneralist in higher education rather than a

community-junior collogo specialist, but he was a special friend of the

junior college movemont and often spoke on its behalf. It was Zook who

arranged the first national mooting of junior collego loaders in 1920,

one of his first acts after bocoming Chief of the Division of Highor Edu-

cation in the U.S. Bureau of Education. Ho told that group that four-

year colleges and universities ware "noro important for the development

of young manhood and intelligent loadorship in tho solution of . . . com-

21ox oconomio problems," but assured the assomblod junior college leaders

that the astounding growth rate of collogo attendance required other typos

of educational institutions.
2

Zook continued to look upon junior colleges

as a safoty valve to relieve universities from the pressures of the masses

throughout his career, apparently without insult to junior college leaders.

George F. Zook (1885-1951) was raised in Kansas and received both

his bachelor and master's degrees from the University of Kansas. He

taught history in various universities throughout the nation from 1907 to

1920 and also managod to obtain a Ph.D. from Cornell in 1914. During World

War One, Zook worked with the Committee on Public Information, and after

the war he was selected as Chief of the Division of Higher Education,

acting as specialist in higher education in the U.S. Bureau of Education.

In 1925, Zook accepted the presidency of the University of Akron in Ohio,

1
James M. Wood, "The Junior College and General Education," BulloUn

of the Do artmont of Seconder School Principals, XXII (May, 1938), 22-23.

2
Zook, National Conference, pp. 1-2.



130

serving in that capacity until 1933 whon he returned to Washington, D.C.

as U.S. Commissionor of Education, remaining in that position until his

retirement in 1950.
1

Zook cited most of the standard arguments in support of junior colleges,

including economic efficiency, the needs of adolescence, and the importance

of terminal education, but he emphasized the importance of junior colleges

as selection agencies more than most other community-junior college national

spokesmen. Ho told the Harvard Teachers' Association in 1926:

Much as I see in the field of junior college education,
both general and technical, I am not personally so much
intorosted in helping to develop it as I am in what we should
properly call higher education. . . . In other words, with
the ostablishnent of junior college work on a sound basis,
it seems to me that the problem of sifting the fit from the
unfit and of selecting thoso who are capable of advance and
professional work from those who should be guided into shorter
curricula on the semi-professional level, would largely be
solved in the junior college division of the secondary school
system.

Zook once responded to Abraham Flexner's criticism that there was no uni-

versity in America truly devoted to scholarship by answering that it was

the unselected mob of freshmen and sophomore stud'onts that gave validity to

the charge. The advent of the junior'colloge, Zook maintained, would °bo

tho greatest single factor in changing this situation."3

The selection process of junior colleges, Zook realized, could also

apply to occupational as well as educational advancement of students. To

allow ample time for the junior college to perform this selection function,

11,ho Vls 'rho in America, Vol. III: 1951-1960, p. 950.

2Georgo F. Zook, "The Junior College Movoment," Scloolan,
XXIII (May 15, 1926), 605.

3Goorgo F. Zook, "Implications of the Junior Collogo Movoment," Junior
Concra Journal, II (February, 1932), 249. Floxnor's charge was made in
Abraham Floxner, Universities, American, English, German (Now York: Oxford
University Press,).1930
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Zook favored the 6.4-4 plan. The four-year junior college, Zook argued,

would be bettor for the psychological developx,ent of the adolescent and

it, would be more economical that the 6-3-3-2 form of educational organi-

zation. Most of all, however, as ho stated before the National Education

association, it would allow a bettor procoss of selection:

. . . tho secondary school including the junior college is
the great poriod of occupational selection for a student.
In this process of seloction ho noods constant guidance and
help. Ho needs to 'oo studied as an individual over a series
of years for tronds and tendoncies in his interests until
with thi help ho has made an occupational adjustment for
hinbulf.1

Robert M. Hutchins (1899- ) was a spokesman of sorts for the com-

munity-junior college revement, qualifying for this study by a sizeable

maber of published articles on the topic. But 'Hutchins was his own man

with a unique sot of ideas; ho was not roally,activoly engaged in the ideo-

logical campaign being waged by most community-junir college national

spokesmen in support of their movement. Like Harper and Jordan, his con-

ception of the junior college was doterminod in large part by his idea of

That the university should be; it was a residue from a carefully considered

position on the role of the university in society.

Parallols can be drawn botween the lives and careers of Robert Hutchins

and Ulliam Rainey Harper. Besides the fact that they wore both presidents

of the University of Chicago, Hutchins reaching that position at the early

age of 30, both wore products of Yale University and distinguished thom-

solves as bright young scholars. Hutchins recoived his law degree from

Yale in 1925 and remained on the staff, becoming Dean of the Law School

only three years later. The son of a Congregational minister, Hutchins

1
George F. Zook, "Relative Merits of the 6,4-4 Plan of Organization,"

Prcoodincis, LXX (Juno, 1932), 517.
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w_1L instructod in metaphysical values at an early age. Shen ho later

studied law, he was disurbed by tho manner by which law was taught, ?rag-

;:atically reviewing individual cases in the spirit of "what the court de-

cides, the law is." He believed that general and valid principles must

underlie judicial decisions, a belief reinforced by a young Columbia

philosopher studying logal philosophy, Xortimer Adler. When Hutchins wont

to the presidency of the University of Chicago in 1929, ho arranged for

Adler, who became a continuing influence on his thought, to join the staff

of Chicageos law school.
1

Hutchins did not have the problem that perplexed many community-

junior college national spokesmen, He was convinced that a junior college

education, specifically a general education, should be for everyone. He

rofused to accept that the type of junior college curriculum should bo

any different for those preparing for the university than for those prow

p:Iring for life. All should receive the same basic treatment in the thir-

toonth and fourteenth grades, according to Hutchins, and it should be an

intelloetl.lal treatment. The point at Which he parted ways most emphiltically

with junior college leadors was exactly this: he insisted that general

education be intellectual and esoteric, while they were convinced that it

should be practical and useful.

Hutchins was a foe of practical education, and his major work on

hi;,her education, The Hirrhor Learnin in knrina, was a treatise against

specialization, vocationalism, and professionalization, and in favor of

lao7:raphical information
from an excellent sketch of his

nt,)rrovelutionists in H7her
vorsity ?ress, 1970 pp. 133-1

on Hutchins, unless othnrwise noted, corms
life and ideas in Yichael R. Harris, Fivo
1;:du,nt4A-,n (orvallis: Oraon State



. .intellectualism, general ism, and metaphyeice.isn.
1

del.J. of this really had

very little to do with th junior cellf.i:e except that Hetchins was convinced

that fres.re:en and sephce.oree had no rij%tful place in eniversities (with

the poesible exception of educational experimentation). the place for

freoh:een anc: soPhoeores, Hutchins theu:7;.t, its in a secondary school sys-

tem Whore they could wait eet adolescence, avoid an overcrowded job mar-

ket, an& complete a general educetion exposing than to basic ideas in a

veriety of academic areas. The sinple reason w'ny they should be in the

junior college, maintained Hutehins, was ecenemic; there were no jobs for

Ho certainly did not attempt to nske a oase, as all other junior

college spokesmen did, for any utilitarian valee to ,7:unior college or

general education.

The scheme that I advance :13 tes-.1 on the notion that general
education is edecation for everyeedy, w'nether he toes on to

the, unieersity or not. :t will be usefeI to him in the
univeraity; it will be equally u.sefl if he never goes there.
2 will at that it will not be eseful to him outside the
university in the popular sense of utility. It nay not
assist, him to make money or to zet ahead, it may not in
any obvious fashion adjust him to his enviror.ment or fit
:ii for the contemporary scene. it will, however, have a
deeper, wider utility: it will ceitivate the intellectual
virtues.2

:n this ein310 Aearagraph, the thoueht of Which he rey,eated thousands of

times, Hutchins declared his opposition to most of the ideas of the com-

munity-junior college national s;,o'iesmon in this study. Ho opposed practical

curricula, differentiated curricula according to ability, and life-adjustment

curricula, all in a few devastai.ing sentenees.

coe-nunity-junior college leaders considered Hutchins a friend,

if the number of times that they respeetively quoted him in their writings

li.ebert M. Hutchins, i!.3 iehe.' 1.),.:1rnjnf in to -erice (New Haven: Yale
University dress, 1936).

2
Ibid., p. 62.



and the n;tmber o filler quotations fro n,o works in :he

>.

aro indications of frionishIp. .ne:r frienr:ohip certainly

utilitarian, for they were far from hotchinss A. 6-'70 .

suEestions--but he was a distinguiohe-.1 university p.esioent

to audiences far and wide that th,7. r.r7/11,; a 7osd id a.

however, saw tne ---ror co-+- potonti.al, not an 1,st..;.al,

good, The confusion that Hutchins saw 'oesetting all of i?her

ho saw also besetting junior colle,gs:

it is not clear wnat the junior colIe is. :n hoes
it soo:r.s to be a continuation of nign school. :n sthers it
looks liko an imitation of tho first year: 1: the state
university, which is usually the -,:cakest sect'on of the.
curricuIun of that institution. i.ihse fifty poroent of its
students leave it every year, the junior colle,:e .nas
:acuity in construoting a coherent pro-;,:ram. :t is 4-;

fore, ambiguous in aim and unsatisfactory

Hutchins was no more flattering of junior colleges When ne ota:ed:

44th notable exceptions the junior oollege ha; so faz
done only a negative job. It has kept young pec7.1e
goir. places and doing things that 7dould ::AVJ
for them. It has supplied an inotitution wnere they sould
pass the tima in relatively hamleos they
could go to work. '6hen boys ,,,nd girls cannot ge:
and cannot afford to go away to oollege, the ,unior sal,ege
is indisponsable.2

Perhaps another reason Why community-junior coile;le national sp.o:sesren

folt so:ze friendship for the ideas of utahins is that despite his

in general education for intellectual developmont, he ..ss fsro-t a: tlr,es

to ad_mit that there could not be a single :Junior colle-5:e for

all students. Ho soured practic 1 an oonval in IS>. »nen ne

tho .ational i;ducation Assooiation that stu:Sents oetween the ages of

X. HUte.:3,
Chicago :tress, 1936), p. 109.

2- .

z000ert X. Hutchins, *Zhe ,.;unior
Cjanuary, 1933), 5.
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sixtoon and twenty sold pursue cno of two course;; of study--ono cultural

and the other tochn:kcal. At ago twenty,, thon said Hutchins, a student

should go to work unless interested and qualified in some scholarly and

professional field.
1

Hutchins seldom mentioned such dual-track curricula in his writings,

but ho was willing to accept curricular divisions if indeed all parts were

directed to the samo end. Ho was concorned that the "terminal" and "semi-

professional" education of which junior college leaders spoko was actually

eimcd at sNcific rather than general education, and he made these concerns

oxplicit at the 1941 AAJC Convention. 'The bast torminal education,"

..utchins told the delegates, "is genoral education." And general education,

:-iutchins oxplainod, meant learning the great ideas of the human oxporionce...

not "finger-waiving or flying." If a student is to understand human tradi-

tion, Hutchins went on,:

. . . ha is going to have to road and road important .woks.
at if anybody can sugNst a bettor mothod of accomplishing

tho purpose, T shall gladly ombraco him and it.2

The non-readers prosentod a special problem to Hutchins, but ho bolioved

soma way could be devised to givo to them, too, a satisfactory general- -

hich to Hutchins meant-intellectual--caucation.3

Hutchins was sensitive to the problem that faced junior college

educators in convincing tho students with university aspirations but with

limitcd intelligence to bocome terainal students. Unlike most other uni-

vorsity educators, Hutchins was willing to grant the bachelors degree,

1

'Robert M. Hutchins, "Turn High Schools into People Collages," NE
Jor,:.nal, XXIII (November, 1934), 217.

aocert M. Hutchins, "Tho %Yunior Gollor,Lo and Terminal Education,"
Collerre Journal, XI (May, 1941), 551.

3Ibid p. 554.
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e:s Wood proposed, at tha'ond of a studont's sophomore year. Supporting

tho type of 6-4-4 plan that interostod -.r.any junior college loaders, Hutchins

stated:

This roorganization cannot be a successful as it should
bo unless students who should loavo at the end of junior
collogo can be induced to do so. I do not believe that they
can bo induced to do so unless some rocognizable and popular
insignia can ba conferred upon them at that stage. Tho
bachelor's dogree moots those requirements; and since it
servos no usoful purpose at present it may well be devoted
to the useful purpose of assisting out of education those
who should no longer remain in it.1

Hutchins tried to implement his ideas at the University of Chicago.

Tho distinctions between the Junior Colleges and the Senior Colleges at

that institution that Harpor had tried to make at the beginning of tho

century had almost complotoly disappeared in a complicated network of

departmontal rogulations by 1929. In 1930, the University faculty, led

by Hutchins, made a bold effort to return to a simpler, more effioiont

organization which cortainly would hav6 pleased Harper. Abolishing the

old super-structure altogether, which had grown to seventy-two indopondont

units, only five administrative divisions were, established- -the Biological

Sciences, the Physical Sciences, the Social Scionces, the Humanities, and

tho College. Tho Collogo was to do all of the general education, and tho

adadomic divisions wore to conduct advancod study and research and to

grant all degrees.
2

Hutchins found, as did Harper, that his grand and

siple plan was compromised and complicated by departmental realities.

The Collogo drew its teachers from the academic divisions, and their

loyalty to advanced study and research thwartod the aims of tho College.

1Hutchins, "The junior Collogo," pp. 10-11.

2Hutchins, No Friendly Voice, p. 190.
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not until 1942 that Hutchins convinood exact1L, hlf of the facultr,

to oast the dooiding voto in it. favor, to

-so e;.ploy its own faculty and to grant tho baoholor's C1C:C:3 at th:. Jr.d

sepho,;oro year (the Collogo did offer a four-year program, toginn::.nt'; ib

1)35, by aocopting sophomoro hifb ocool studonts and providing

oouroa of study from Lrado clever through grade fourteen). Ev.4.- Hutohino

no moro succesoful than Harper in providing a modol that othor univor-

oiOioo initato; and ho was no Ir.oro succossful than Harpor in maintain-.

on':.husiaom for tho oxporimont among his own faculty. Hutchins left a

divded a onorally domoralizod faculty as woll as a faltoring undor-

7raduato progran at Chicago whon he resihad frox the presidoncy in 1951.

C.:onvibood that collogos and universitios could not rogonerate thensolves

in apathotic or hostiIo social onvironmont, Hutchins assisted in four,

tho :Und for the Ropublio in holes that direct involvomont in analysing and

solving basic social problems would be the most effective use of his ideas,1

ivo o.2 the community-junior colio national spokesmen included in

th.7,o study bege,,n publishing articles late in the 1930's. Since they became

in tho co=unity-junior college field in a later.period, only

a briof introduction of thonvill oe givon hero. B. Lamar Johnson was

.1.oan of Instruotion and librarian at Stophons College when he began his

epign to strongthon gonoral oduc.:tion in the nation's junior collogos,

th.: carryin on tho work and most of the ideas of Janoo Z. Wood. Speak-

: faniliar toms of ::.coting individual needs and mikitz oducation

to lifo, Johnoon oaid spocial attention to the nattor of guidance. "Uniformly,"

statod Johnson, "collogos conndttod to gonoral education stress guidanco":

barris, Ave Counterr.!,,volat.ionar, p. 136.
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This is reasonable, for, if general education aims to help
the individual adjust to life, it is essential to recognize
that this adjustment is an individual matterdependent
upon individual abilities, interests, and needs.'

Johnson was one of the eight members of the National Society for the Study

of Lducation's Committee on General Education in 1939, and he contributed

an article for its thirty-eighth yearbook describing the general education

programs at various colleges, including Stephens and Pasadena Junior College.
2

C. C. Colvert began his career in junior college work as the Dean of

Central College in Arkansas, where Doak S. Campbell was president. In

1931 he became president of a junior college in Monroe, Louisiana, and

in that position was able to complete a Ph.D. at George Peabody in 1937.

Colvort's doctoral dissertation, written with the help of Campbell, was

largely a follow-up on Campbell's 1930 study of junior college purposes.

Its strongest theme was a criticism of the few terminal curricula in junior

colleges even though terminal education ranked high in the stated purposes

of junior colleges. Colvert's four recommendations at the conclusion of

his study began with the need for more terminal ,curricula:

(1) the junior college should place more emphasis on vocational,
terminal, and semi-professional courses; (2) general odueation
for the youth of junior college age should be stressed as a
unifying agency in the development of citizenship and cultural
background; (3) the junior college should develop its curricu-
lum to include the education of the adults in the community;
and (4) the accrediting agencies should permit the junior
college to construct its curricula so that the needs of youth

1
B. Lamar Johnson, "General Education Changes and the College,"

Jn.o.rnsl of farther Fducation, IX (January, 1938), pp. 21-22.

2
B. Lamar Johnson, "The Junior College," in General Education in the

Anlrican College, Thirty-eighth Yearbook of the National Society for tho
5,udy of Education, ?art II (Bloomington, Ill.: Public School Publishing
Co., 1939), pp. 113-134.
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and others in the service area of the institution may be
beet served in keeping with the objectives of the institution
under consideration.1

Leland L. Medsker and James W. Reynolds both wrote in the late 1930's

about building junior college curricula upon the advice of industrial leaders.

Medsker, a department chairman at Wright Junior College in Chicago from

1936 to 1938 and Assistant Director of the Bureau of Occupational Research

and Guidance for the Chicago public schools from 1938 to 1946, spent con-

siderable time going to local industries to find out the level and type of

jobs industrialists desired junior colleges to train young people to fill.

He recommended that other junior colleges do the same.2 Reynolds, Dean of

Fort Smith Junior College in Arkansas, was once greeted with a round of

laughter at a teacher's meeting when he suggested that community businessmen

should be invited to help plan courses. Be countered the challenge: "Who

knows better than the employer what skills and knowledge an employee should

have?' Reynolds lamented the attitude of the populace of Fort Smith

toward their junior college, which he gauged to range from "apathy to hos-

tility." It had the reputation of a charity school for those who could not

afford to go elsewhere, observed Reynolds, yet he argued that public support

and understanding would greet the development of terminal education. The

community would get workers from its investment, Reynolds maintained, who

would stay in the community and contribute to its economy. 4

1Clyde C. Colvert, The Public Junior College Curriculum, Louisiana
State University Studies, No. 38 (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University
Press, 1939).

2
Leland L. Medsker, "Chicago Faces the Issue on Terminal Courses,"

Junior College Journal, IX (December, 1938), 109-111.

3James W. Reynolds, "The Junior College and Industrial Education,"
lashalschicatitaazine, XLI (November, 1939), 236.

4James W. Reynolds, "Community Relations," Junior College Journal,
X (May, 1940), 529-531.
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Jesse P. Bogue, later to serve as Executive Secretary of AAJC from

1946 to 1958, was president of Green Mountain Junior College in Poultney,

Vermont, from 1931 to 1946. Bogue had been a Methodist minister for the

decade after World War One, and his message to junior colleges was to build

in students a type of Christian felloWship which would insure a harmonious

society. This could be done, maintained Bogue, through proper general

education. Bogue was concerned that the distress and suffering of people

during the depression might cause some to doubt the efficacy of continuing

technological development. He argued that a higher technology and a higher

development of man's attitudes would combine to produce a society much

better than could be achieved by returning to the plow.1

The preceding introduction to the careers and ideas of the community-

junior college national spokesmen during the 1920's and 1930's contains

evidence enough that they were generally united in their campaign to ex-

pand the terminal curricula in the colleges. Their view of the needs of

American society and the needs of less intelligent youth led them to be-

lieve that the junior college could play a key role in developing an effi-

cient, productive society in which all would be satisfied with their life

and competent in their work. Such an ideology produced a unity and a

missionary zeal that in part may explain the mushrooming growth of junior

colleges during these years, even during the depths of depression. Its

importance justifies further analysis.

The Meaning of Junior College Terminal Education

No topic received greater attention and more agreement among the

community - junior college national spokesmen during the 1920's and 1930's

1Jesse P. Bogue, "The Junior College in American Education," Junior

College Journal, X (October, 1939), 65-69.
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than the importance of terminal education in the junior college. As men-

tioned earlier, junior college leaders generally referred to the dual nature

of terminal education: a vocational aspect, to prepare students for jobs,

and a general education aspect, to prepare students for good citizenship,

often called "social intelligence." In a 1940 national study on terminal

education in junior colleges, Eells used two definitions of terminal cur-

ricula. One was a short, general definition that was included in the ques-

tionnaire to junior colleges which defined terminal curricula as those

"primarily designed to prepare students for occupations and activities of

life."1 The other, used in reporting the terminal offerings, was more

detailed:

"Terminal curricula" are designed for students who wish
in one or two years to gain an understanding of their intel-
lectual, social, and civic environments, to explore several
fields as an aid in making occupational choice, or to acquire
vocational training which will lead to employment in semi-
professional fields. Thus terminal curricula may be of the
general or cultural type, of the vocational or semiprofes-
sional type, or a combination of the two. Terminal programs
are not intended to prepare students for transfer to four-
year colleges or universities, al hough some graduates may
actually enter such institutions.

Eells' definition permitted terminal education to be conceived as a two-

track educational program, one track for jobs and the other for life, or as

a single program blending vocational and life-adjustment aspects. Sur-

prisingly, this curricular option did not cause any debate among the many

advocates of more terminal curricula in junior colleges.

The looseness in the definition of terminal education, which seemed

to go unnoticed in most writings on the subject, did not prevent the term

'Walter Crosby Eells, Present Status of Junior College Terminal Education,
Terminal Education Monograph No. @ (Washington, D.C.: AAJC, 1941), 253.

2Ibid., p. 48.
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from becoming the rallying symbol for junior college leaders. Koos did a

study of the opinions of secondary school leaders concerning the basic

goals of secondary schools, and the only unanimous agreement detected was

on the teaching of social-civic responsibility and occupational efficiency.

Koos noted that this coincided exactly with the terminal education function

of junior colleges.' Eella became concerned that the meaning of the terms

"vocational" and "occupational" might distort the proper view that junior

colleges should train people for jobs above the trades but below the pro-

fessions. He urged junior college leaders to use the term "semi-professional"

to indicate more precisely the type of curricula appropriate to junior

colleges, and many of them did.2

Although community-junior college national spokesmen continued to

make verbal distinctions between social-civic and vocational aspects of

terminal education, they did not really think that there was any basic

difference between training a student to be a good citizen and training

him to be a good worker. Attempts to suggest specific curricula differ-

entiating the two aspects usually ended in confusion, or a retreat to

generalities. A state survey in California, for instance, began an inves-

tigation of junior college general education by establishing separate

committees for the study of terminal general education and for the study of

terminal vocational education. The two committees, however, discovered that

they were studying virtually the same thing and merged into one.3

1
Leonard V. Koos, Trends_ in American Secondary Education (Cambridge,

Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1926), p. 9.

2Walter Crosby Eells, "Vocational or Semi-Professional?," Junior
College Journal, IX (November, 1938), 61-62.

3Eells, Why Junior College Terminal Education, pp. ix-x.
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The unity among junior college loaders provided by the concept of

terminal education did not broak down bocause their unifying ideology was

contored upon the ends of terminal education and not the means. The

vision of an ordorly, efficient, structured, harmonious, industrial socioty

which they shared was clear enough that the blurred focuS upon moans could

be tolerated as a temporary problem. V.hon terminal education was defined

in outcomos rather than inputs, it seemed precise enough. None of the

community-junior college national loaders during this era would have dis-

agrood with Ricciardils definition of a terminal course:

A terminal course is one which makes the individual who
succossfully completes it socially more efficient, morn
intelligent as a citizen and occupationally competent in
a nonprofessional or semiprofessional occupation.1

Although community-junior college national leaders themselves con-

centratod on the Ity of junior college terminal education more than the

how of it, they did not go easy on the failure of junior colleges to pro-

vide enough terminal curricula, The major studies on junior colleges by

McDowell in 1917, Koos in 1921, Campbell in 1930, Bolls in 1931, and Colvort

in 1937 all charged that junior colleges were concontrating too much on the

preparatory function and neglecting the terminal function.2 Despite the

interval of twenty years betwoen the study of McDowell and that of Colvort,

during which time the need for more terminal curricula was increasingly

publicized by community-junior college national loaders, Colvort found that

the ratio between nonacademic (terminal),coursos and academic (preparatory
$

1Nicholas Ricciardi, The Nood for Terminal Coursers in tho.Junior Coll000,
California Dopartmont of Education Bullotin No. C-67Sacramonto: Government
State Printing Office, 1923), p. 3.

2MODowoll, The Junior Coll(yro, p. 52; Koos, Tho Junior Colle,::e Moyenont,
p. 33; Campbell, A Critical Study, p. 83; rolls, The Junior Colloo,
Pp. 520-529; Colvert, The Public Junior College Curriculum, p. 140.
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or university transfer) courses had remained significantly unchanged in

the curricula of public junior colleges,
1

There was uniform regret that

junior colleges had yet to live up to their potential for providing terminal

education, the type of education that the community-junior college national

spokesmen wore convinced needed to be developed to strengthen American

society. All the same, however, there was a dearth of suggestions from

thom on the preoise nature of such terminal curricula.

The Em hasis Upon Social Intellioenca

'411110 the community-junior college national spokesmen during this

era purported to divide the concept of terminal education into two separato

and equal parts--semiprofessional training and social-civic training--

they actually placed their major emphasis on the later goal. It was pos-

sible for them to discuss citizenship training without mentioning jobs,

but they seldom discussed job skills without underscoring the importance

of character attributes. Eellsl suggestion that junior college leaders

employ the term "semiprofessional" rather than "occupational" or "voca-

tional" for their programs was made in part to emphasize that tho semi-

professions, like the professions they approximated, involved more than a

skill. In addition, said Eolls, the programs must contain enough "cultural

education" to produce "a fit man of his own professional group and of the

society of which it is a part."2 Ishon Nicholas Ricciardi addressed dele-

gatos AAJC in 1928 as an export from California in vocational education,

ho ,olivorod two anecdotes which convoyed the importance he placed on

1
Colvert, The Public Junior Collev) Curriculum, p. 141. Colvort

dotorminod from Koos' study that the ratio was 1:2.20 in 1921 and from
Eons' study that it was 1:2.01 in 1931. In 1937, Colvert himself dotorminod
that the ratio was 1:1.82.

2
Eells, "Vocational or Semi - Professional ?," p. 62.
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character building in vocational education. In one story, the manager of

a large manufacturing plant was asked how much ho paid his remarkably com-

petent secretary. The reply, complete with moral, was "I pay him $1,000

a year for what he knows and $2,000 a year more for what he is." The

attribute of knowledge was what Ricciardi labeled in this instance "social

understanding," although in other writings he used the more common label

of "social intelligence." To further emphasize the importance of "social

understanding" in a good vocational education, Ricciardi wont on to a

second anecdote in which the moral was stated this time by a man identified

only as a "prominent businessman":

'We need young workers of character. If they don't know
enough about their work, we can help them to mako up that
deficiency on the job; but if they are lacking in character
we can do very little with them."1

Quoting Dr. John M. Brewer of the Bureau of Vocational Guidance at Harvard

University, Ricciardi drove home the moral of his anecdotes with the sta-

tistical information that two-thirds of workers fired lose their jobs be-

cause of social inadequacies rather than lack of, ability to do the job.2

The term most often used to identify this trait of character which

was as important to the worker as job skill was "social intelligence,"

although "social understanding" and "social effectiveness" wore commonly

used synonyms. It was used by community-junior college national spokesmen

in tho 1920's and 1930's much as Harper, Jordan, and Lange used the term

"efficiency" in earlier decades. It referred to a set of personal habits,

attitudes, beliefs and morals which were thought to guide men on the path

1
Nicholas Ricciardi, "Discussion of Terminal Courses in California

Junior Colleges," Proceedings of the Eighth Annual AAJC Meeting (Chicago,
1928), pp. 57-584

2
Ibid., p. 58.
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of personal happiness, hard work, arA loyal citizenship. The advocates

of "social intelligence" seldom felt the need to define the term; it was

a part of their ideology and not subject to scrutiny.

The term "social intelligence" was used by some educators in the

Progressive Education movement, such as Alexander Meiklejohn and Malcolm

MacLean,1 to mean a type of thinking that would allow citizens alertly to

question and analyze social issues and governmental policies, leading to

a reformed and revitalized society. It was considered in this sense a

necessary attribute to develop in all mon. The way it was used by most

comamnity-junior college national spokesmen, however, was to mean a typo

of thinking that would lead citizens in the rank and file to accept their

place in society and be loyal to the government. The distinction was of

purse not absolute; Meiklejohn, for instance, upon occasion expressed a

fear of mob action and advocated the develoxent of "social intelligence"

as a conservative safeguard;
2
and community-junior college national leaders

upon occasion expressed the cleansing effect "social intelligence" could

have upon the selection of governmental leaders. In the main, however, the

junior college writers viewed "social intelligence" as insurance for the

preservation of an orderly society rather than stimulation for the reforma-

tion of society. 3

lAlewder Meiklejohn, The Experiental Collor:to (Now York: Harper :94

L'rothers, 1932), pp. 167-168; XalcoIm S. > :acLean, "The General College: The
University of Minnesota," in General. Education: Its Nature, Scopel And
E!..srintial Elements, ed. by William S. Gray (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1934), pp. 119-131. The original name of Minnesota's General
College, incidentally, was "The Institute for Social Intelligence."

2
Meiklejohn, Tho Experimental Collev,e, pp. 168.

31n a speech at Arkansas State College in 1934
ren,arked: "Education is the strongest and cheapest
can be employed, and the nation that neglects it is
Quoted in Fawcett, "Doak S. Campbell," pp. 125-126.

, Doak S. Campbell
social insurance that
inviting disaster."
Eells referred to the
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The idea of the junior college concentrating upon building social

intelligence in its terminal students was strengthened by a 1932 report

of the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching.
1

A study of

public higher education in California was undertaken by the Foundation

after the state legislature, stalled by a debate over the desirability of

transforming junior colleges and state teachers colleges into four-yoar

liberal arts colleges, authorized the governor to seek the services of an

educational research foundation. The ..arnegio Foundation was anxious to

do the study, according to its president, Dr. Henry Suzzallo, because of

its potential national impact.3 An inder,ondent Commission of Seven unit

versity men
4

was established to receive all special and staff reports and

to make specific recommendations. Koos, a good friend and colleague of

Suzzallo, Coffman, and Judd, submitted considerable information to the

Commission.5

junior college as "the greatest safeguard and insurance for the future of
American democracy" in "The Junior College and the Youth Problem," Yadolpian
Pnview, XV (November, 1935), 13. The literature is replete with statements
linking the junior college, social intelligence, and social insurance together.

1Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, State Hither
Education in California (Sacramento; California State Printing Office, 1932).

2i4alter
Crosby cells, "State -igher Lducation in California," Junior

College Journal, III (October, 1932),

3Cited by -Lolls, Ibid.

4
Members of the Commission of Seven Samuel P. Capon, chancelor

of the University of auffalo, chairman; Lotus D. Coffman, president of the
University of Minnesota; Charles H. Judd, dean of the School of Education,
University of Chicago; Orval R. Latham, president of Iowa State Teachers
College; Albert B. Meredith, professor of education at Now York University;
James E. Russell, dean emiritus of Teachers College, Columbia University,
and George F. Zook, president of the University of Akron.

5Conger, "Leonard I. Koos," pp. 75-7; Leonard 7. Koos, "Progress and
Problems of Secondary education in California," School Life, X7 (January, 1929),
81-33. The later reference is to a 192?-1928 survey that Koos did in California
with an appropriation fro- the state legislature and a grant from the General
Education Board; it was a basic docuzant for the Carnegie study,



Of the forty-seven recommendations m.ade oy the .'.,cmios:on of :.e .r. for

higher education in California, ove-: 'naIf

The Commission was emphatic that the ,junior oolleges remain part of the,

secondary school system, offering only two years of college no4..rti

and granting an associate of arts degree rather t;a4:f. a Sachelor's S'egre.

Xore terminal curricula, bolstered by better counsel in nd guidanoe, was

supported by several of the recommendations, The Comz-ission singlfv: out

one curriculum as fundamental in junior college Sr:tSn---1. Curric.il,im for

Social Intelligence--and made this brief statement aSout tt:

A curriculum devised to give the student about to cdmplete
his general education a unitary conception of our developinz
civilization. This curriculum should be proviced in all
institutions offering education on a junior college leyel.
It should be the most important curriculum, ir.asmuch as it
aims to train for social citizenship in 41.merican civilization,

. The courses will tend to organize knowl,rAge and intel-
ligence for effective social bhavior rather the
intense and detailed mastery required for professional or
avocational scholarship.)

Junior college leaders praised the Commission of Seven's report.

John W. Harbeson, for one, wrote:

The Commission very correctly observes that the extensive
enrollment of junior college studcc.ts in university prepara-
tory courses betrays the largest single ;unctions: failure of
the junior college system in California.4

The university leaders represented on the Commission of Seven an: the let,ders

of junior colleges were perfectly agreed that the primary fodus of

colleges should be on terminal education, and thAt training for sooial

intelligence was the basic goal of terminal education.

1
Carnegie Foundation, Stat?, -Ln "Yd.

2john Harboson, "State Hi 7..h,11- Z471=lation

Code -e Journal, III (October, 1932), 43, :or
fron other leaders see Erick, Ferun and :.44 115, ark Lra11s, "State
Higher Sducation in California," p. 31.
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John W. Harbeson, who was proud of the record of Pasadena Junior

College in guiding a majority of their students into terminal programs,

suggested to fellow educators that training students for initiative might

not contribute favorably to social intelligence. A little bit of initia-

tive was all right, stated Harbeson, but it should not be developed as a

"general tendency." Quoting Thorndike, Harbason warned: "To cultivate

general diffuse initiative would be to become a busybody." Later he added,

"Indopondence consists in choosing whom to follow rather than in following

one's own devices." Better than initiative, Harbeson advised the develop-

ment in students of a "wholesome respect for authority."
I

A curriculum for social intelligence was often recommended by business-

man as the best type of vocational education. Nicholas Ricciardi reported

to the AAJC convention in 1937 the results of a poll taken among 124 mem-

bers of service clubs, men "successful in different walks of life." Attri-

buting 75 percent of their own success to their own "social understanding,"

they recommended that junior collages build a curriculum to teach prospoc-

tive employees social aptitudes such as dependability, co-operation. thorough.

miss, loyalty, etc. This was the curricl.11ar path they recommended for build-

ing "good and efficient men."2 A curriculum for social intelligence was

generally assumed to have something to do with general education, a topic

upon which community-junior college national spokesmen also had much to say.

/John W. Harbeson, "Educating for Initiative," NEA Journal, XV
(November, 1926), p. 260.

2
Nicholas Ricciardi, "Curriculum-Building Meets Expanding Needs,"

_____GallezeJuniolAotal, VII (May, 1937), 446.
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General Education: The CurricIllun
for "social Intellivencc"

In The Search for a Common Lfnrnirm, Russell Thos discussed three

structures of general education, each built upon difforont principles.

In one general education program, according to Thomas, the basic assumption

is that all knowledge is essentially one and the basic curriculum is a

study of the great ideas of mankind. Such a curriculum would be recom-

mended by its advocates for all,students--everyone would profit from the

. search through all of man's collected knowledge for the common truth. A

second typo of general education program that Thomas described is built

upon the theory that knowledge proceeds from problem-solving and thus tho

curriculum centers on the study of a problem or probloms, drawing informa-

tion from the natural sciences, the social sciences, and the arts as it

appears relevant to the problem under study. Thomas classified as a third

typo of general education an approach that sons meaningful knowledge result-

ing only from the extent to which it functions in the daily activities of

man. With this view of knowledge, tho curriculum would vary according to

the activities of individuals.
1

Xost of the community-junior college nationa- spokesmen discussed in

this chapter viewed general education in terms of the third type described

by Thomas. They wore not so consistent, however, that they would always

avoid mixing the three typos of gonoral education together, somotimos coming

up with strange amalgamations of ideas. And there woro a few, such as

Ciutchins and Wood, who wore fairly consistent advoc of one of the other

typos of general education. Overall, however, tho loaders sought to build

a curriculum which would develop the functional commodity of social

Thomas, The Search for a Common InarninR, pp. 101-103.
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intolligonce --not for all men, but for a class of mon whose daily activi-

ties would involve a certain type of work and a certain level of life.

In fairness it must be said that the community-junior college spokes-

men wore not altogether clear in their own minds whether general education

should be provided for all students, as the capstone of secondary education,

or only for those terminating their education at the junior college level.

But at the same time they were not generally concerned with altering the

education of students transferring on to the university and could assume

that their general education needs wore being met in the traditional

curriculum. They WI.* mainly concerned with terminal students, and their

attempts to build a suitable general education curriculum for them resulted

in their speaking of general education as if it were applicable only to

one particular class in society. Aldridge noted in his study of junior

college leaders that they "emphasized, over and over again, the need for

general education for everyone. But, in reality, general education became

a pejorative term for watered-down courses designed for those students who

did not plan to continue their education."1 To this it should be added

that general education was also proposed for students who did plazto con-

tinue their education but who were not considered suitable material for more

education.

The usual type of general education curriculum advocated by community-

junior college national leaders was one based on "orientation" courses,

but they were seldom specific about content since they were agreed it

should be designed to fit the individual. Orientation courses could in

fact be used in all three models of general education advanced by Thomas.

Columbia University had pioneered with an orientation course in Contemporary

lAldridge, "A Comparative Study," p. 264.
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Civilization in 1919, followed by an orientation course in humanities at

Rood College in 1921 and one titled "The Nature of the World and Man" at

the University of Chicago in 1924.
1

Tho idea behind the orientation courses

at Columbia, Reed, and Chicago was to develop in students an awareness of

the organic unity of various branches of knowledge and the organic relation-

ships binding all men, but the idea behind the orientation courses proposed

by junior college leaders, generally speaking., was to develop the type of

social intelligence which they thought was needed by terminal students.

Harbeson used the orientation course model at Pasadena and thought it

contributed to building in terminal students an "integrated personality."

As cicwe as Harbeson came to describing an integrated personality, however,

was to state that it allowed the individual to function effectively in

work and in life. Pasadena Junior College offered orientation courses

in science, humanities, social studies, the American family, and one

called "General Orientation," but Harbeson argued that general education

did not embody any specific group of subjects.2 It might be possible,

maintained Harbeson, to build a curriculum of general education exclusively

around the student's vocational interests.3

James M. Wood and B. Lamar Johnson both recommended the orientation

model of general education which they practiced at Stephens College to

other junior colleges. Although Wood insisted that "general education

should be the heritage of all the boys and girls who live in America,"

ho also maintained that it should be student-centered, adapted differently

1
Thomas, The Search for a Common Learning, p. 69.

2
John W. Harbeson, "General Curricula," Junior Collogo Journal, X

(May, 1940), 594; and Harbeson, "Vocational Completion Courses," pp. 434..435.

3Harboson, "General Curricula," p. 595.
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for various types of stud6nts.
I

Concerned that junior college leaders

were devising programs of general education for terminal students only,

Wood in a 1940 speech before AAJC stressed that it should bo provided for

all. Recognizing the problem in transferring credit for non-traditional

courses to the university, however, Wood added that "the interests of the

. studonts who will enter upper- division courses should, of course, bo safo-

guardod."
2

Johnson wrote how now evaluation procedures at Stephens rein-

forced the goals of general education. Instructors graded each student

on traits such as: shows awareness of broader relations of course mato-

rials; works without undue supervision; has original ideas and acts indo-

pondontly; and enthusiastic and intorostod in the course. Advisors,

residence-hall counsolors, and others knowing the studont out of class

graded him on other criteria: enters into the social life of the school;

considers and appreciates the rights of others; follows a desirable plan

of time allotment; creates a favorable impression, etc. 3 It was charac-

toristic for junior college leaders to consider general education in terms

of resulting behavior moro than in terms of knowledge content.

Doak S. Campbell spoke to AAJC convontionors in 1933 about the need

for junior colleges to develop gonoral education curricula around func-

tional behavior rather than abstract ideas. Campboll was not exactly sure

how this could be done or what the curricular product would bo, but ho

spko in general terms about "functional centers of social interest"

which ho thought could be derived from "major social purposes." He gave

1
James M. Wood, "Twonty Yoarsi Progress," Junior College Journal,

X (May. 1940), 514.

2
Ibid., p. 516.

3B. Lamar Johnson, "Strengths and Woaknossos of Gonoral EdUcation,"
Journal of Higher Education, IX (February, 1938), 75-76,
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only this one example of a center of social interest that might be function-

ally studied in the curriculum:

. . . protecting life and property may bo a good center of
interest. But this does not indicate what direction shall
be taken; that is, what understandings, attitudes, apprecia-
tions, and automatic responses should be developed in con-
nection with this function of protection. Should a man
steal if he can got away with it? Should one kill in pro-
tecting proporty7 The answers to such questions which
develop from centers of interest must be dictated by the
aims of education.1

Campbell did not go on to explain the "aims of education" which would dic-

tate the answers to questions about functional "understandings, attitudes,

appreciation: and automatic responses," but his usual explanation of aims and

purposes were stated in generalities about good living, efficient working,

and patriotic citizenship which dictated little at all of a specific,

functional nature. As difficult as identifying specific curricular com-

ponents of terminal general education was for Campbell and other junior

college spokesmen, they had no difficulty accepting the general idea of a

terminal curriculum somehow designed to promote the proper development of

attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors which they thought of as "social intel-

lig6nee.'

The emphasis upon functional learning and behavior in programs of

terminal general education in the writings of the community-junior college

national spokesmen was based upon their ideas of the needs of society

rather than upon their ideas of learning. Nicholas Ricciardi sounds quite

Skinnerian when he states:

The materials selected for curriculum building should be as
to help the instructors to state specifically the chief out-
comes they plan to achieve in terms of skill, technical

1Doak S. Campbell, "The Junior College Curriculum," Junior Colloje
Journal, III (may, 1933), 418.
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knowledge, or social understanding which serves to modify
the behavior of the learner.1

'6ut Ricciardi goes on in the same paragraph to illustrate that the behavior

that ho advocates detailing is essentially moral behavior, acting as a

good Christian, a good citizen, and a good worker. Ricciardi's story of

an efficient locksmith using his skill eithor to repair locks or to pick

them, which was quoted earlier, was used as an example of the type of be-

havior that should be subject to modification. Ricciardi, like Campbell,

did not offor any specific listing of behaviors that would constitute a

good program of general education. He did not, however, shield this short-

coming with the justification that general education would have to be

different for each individual. He thought that agreemont would be reached

on an education for the common life:

An education for the common life, with a coro of material
for all, but adapted to the varying abilities and aptitudes
of youth, should be the basis for the formal educational pro-
gram. . . . The effective application of this principle requires,
of course, agreement on what is the common life. 'ninon we

have reached such agreement, it should not be very difficult
to find a core of common materials for all,.but adapted to
the varying abilities and aptitudos of youth.2

Ricciardi went on to explain that the common life "includes all of the activi-

ties which are intended to give a person satisfaction and to make him socially

useful."3

Talking in generalities and cliches about terminal education, social

intelligence, and general education was commonplace in the writings of the

community-junior college national spokesmen. But they did not really need

1Ricciardi, "Vocational Curricula," p. 598.

2
Nicholas Ricciardi, "Education for the Common Life," Junior Cohor()

Journal, VIII (January, 1938), 163.

3Ibid.
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to be any more specific in conveying,an ideology of an orderly, efficient,

structured society; in fact, generalities and vague statements can bo help-

ful in an ideolc,;y to avoid confrontation with real and difficult issues.

Junior college spokesmen wore heralding tho junior college as a democratiz-

ing agent in American society and they were also advocating greater efforts

to steer the masses into appropriate slots in a heirarchical structure

necessitated by an industrial economy. It is little wonder that confusions

and contradictions existed in their promotional rhetoric, glossed over by

frequent use of accepted and idealized generalities.

Vocational Curricula

Although the community-junior college national spokesmen heavily

emphasized general education and social intelligence, they did not neglect

to direct their attention now and then to the other aspect of terminal

education -- vocational education. Confusing the supposed dualism between

vocational and general education was the fact that it could be argued that

the best vocational education was training for social intelligence through

general education. But none of the persons in this study actually wont

to that extreme, which would have destroyed the assumed dualism. They

clung to the idea that vocational education was somehow a distinct part

of terminal education.

Most of the community-junior college national spokesmen accepted

Eons' advice to clarify their support for vocational education in the

junior college by specifying "semi-professional" training, as distinguished

from lower level trade training.
1

They were accepting of tho idea that the

vocational aim of junior colleges should be somewhere between the professions

.11111.1110

hells, "Vocational or Semi-Professional?," pp. 61-62.
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and the trades, but they were strikingly naive about the types of jobs and

the typos of training falling in that domain. L. W. Smith concluded a

speech to AAJC convention delegates in 1923 with this attempt, one of tho

fow, to pinpoint the essential diffororco botweon semiprofessional voca-

tional education and other typos of vocational and professional education:

More than all, however, it is necessary to set up a
series of courses which have boon designated as terminal in
character. Various phrases have boon used to describe the
content of these courses. One name with reforenco to them
has boon that those courses are semi-professional. It is
curtain that those courses must bo above the level of routine
and handicraft vocational courses that are given in high
school. These students will undoubtodly onto: vocations
that have a groat doal of routine work in thorn. This routine,
howevor, will be above the manipulative levol. Perhaps it can
bo said that the thing that will characterize the semi-
professional courses will bo that they will prepare students
to live on the level of intellectual routine rather than
manipulative routing. Junior engineers in architects' and
ongineors' officos will be examples. The nursing profession
is another. People who enter those vocational fields will be
the mastors of certain definite bodies of technique and will
be expected to use intolligonco of a rather high order in
their work. They are distinctly below the highly professional
specialization that takes place on the university loyal.'

It was also characteristic of Smith's colleaguesin the community-junior

college movement to match, at least at a theoretical level, levels of

individual intelligence with levels of vocational competence.

Xoos made an uncommon effort to determine what vocational positions

could be labeled semiprofessional. His method was to go through the cata-

logues of various universities to soo if any of their programs in the profos-

sional area lacked the specialization requiring over two years of study;

he found nineteen such programs, mostly in pro-enginoering and commorco,

and rocommondod them to junior college leaders. 2
Tho typo of vocational

1L. W. Smith, "Junior College Objectives," Procendings of the Ninth
Annual AAJC Mooting (Fort Worth, 1928), P. 88.

2Koos, "The Junior College Curriculum," p. 662.
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by polls and Colvert,
1

was not easily labeled semiprofessional. There

wore some curricula for agriculture, secretarial training, automechanics,

drafting, and welding, for example, which were quite similar to high

school programs. And.there were other curricula for accounting, architec-

ture, various types of engineering, and social service, as other examples,

which came close to programs offered at the university level. Of course

it could be argued, and was, that junior college terminal students in programs

which overlapped with high school programs would probably become foremen

and supervisors in those occupations, and that those in programs overlapping

with university programs would probably be assistants and technicians in

those professions. But those arguments wore advanced as logical results

of intermediate education between high school and the university; seldom

were they based on any specific curricular or occupational criteria.

There were some efforts later in the 1930's, as'previously noted

in the discussion of Medsker and Reynolds, to go directly to factory managers

and to ask them what 'training the junior college should give students to

qualify them for employment. Earlier solicitations of educational ideas

from business leaders, such as the one carried out by Ricciardi, generally

emphasized the importance of building sound character and social intelligence.

Solicitation from particular industries, however, began to yield an interest

in developing specific marketable skills. This approach was successful in

urban areas where large industries needing specially trained workers were

bolls, Present Status of Terminal Education; Colvort, The Public
Junior ColleRe Curriculum.
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located. Medsker in Chicago and Harboson in the Los Angeles area wore able

to establish liaisons with such largo industries.

Harbeson's experience with the aircraft industry is particularly

illuminating.' Pasadena Junior College had developed a semiprofessional

curriculum in aviation technology in 1931, blending general education with

some rather general introductory courses in aeronautics, aircraft design,

machines, etc. Some optional courses wore permitted and ovorall the pro.

gram was not far from the 40.40.20 balance among general, vocational, and

optional courses suggested in Eons' terminal education study.
2

Tho aim

of the program was to produce semiprofessional workers to hold supervisory

roles over factory operations and to assist profossional designers and

managers in the industry. Harboson found difficulty in placing the graduates

of the program, however, and wont to the industry for guidance. He dis-

covered that they wanted specific skills, and with 'tho help of the industry

the program in aviation technology was altered in 1934 to include several

specializations, such as drafting, design, construction, and maintenance,

The number of general education courses was cut, and the ones remaining in

the program were vocationally designed. English courses, for instance,

emphasized the writing of technical reports, and a course in industrial

organization took the place of a general social science course. Pasadena

Junior College thus responded to the needs of local industry by substituting

a clearly vocational program for one abstractly designed to be semiprofessional)

1
Loland L. Xedsker, "How Chicago Colleges are Mooting the Food."

Junior College Journal, IX (May, 1939), 456.461; John W, Harboson, "Aviation
Technology at Pasadena," Junior_Collogo Jourml, IX (May, 1939), 482-485,

2Eolls, Ay Junior ColleRo Terminal Education? p. 10.

3
Harbeson, "Aviation Technology," p. 485.
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The work of Modsker and Harboson, however, was not characteristic

of junior college loaders during this period. Even in tho high schools,

where the same status need did not exist to offer programs above the com-

mon level of trade training, there was tremendous concern that general

or cultural education not be overshadowed by vocational training.
I

Most

community-junior college national spokesmen during this period, when they

spoke of vocational education, really meant semiprofessional education,

oven if their terminology sometimes concealed the fact. They envisioned

a curriculum dominated by general education, geared for the training of

social intelligence. It was vocational in that it would be appropriate

to a particular vocational level in society and not in that it would train

a student to run a particular machine or to perform a particular task.

There wore, of course, technical institutes with no reservations about

vocational education being anything but training technical skills, and

some of these became junior colleges and affiliated with AAJC.2 Their

philosophy of education, however, did not seem to affect the ideas of the

community-junior college national spokesmen in the slightest.

Junior colleges wore singularly unaffected by the big push for

vocational education before World War Ono, spearheaded by the National

Society for the Promotion of industrial Education. The Smith-Hughes Act

of 1917, generally regarded as the culmination of the Society's efforts,

provided federal funds only for vocational education "of loss than a

college grade," a qualifier which remained in federal vocational education

1
Arthur Bevorly Mays, The Concert of Vocational Education in the

Thinkinr; of the General Educator, 1645 to 1945, Buroau of Educational
i.tosoa?ch Bulletin No. 62, (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1946),
pp. 81-84.

2
Hillway, The American Two-Yea. .-11ope, pp. 50-53.
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legislation throughout the 1920's and s.
1

It was not until 1937

that AAJC attempted, unsuccessfully, to have the Georpe-;.e ,:,n Act revised

to read "of less than senior college grade," Altho :gh unsuccessful in

the halls of Congress during this period, Lolls reported in 1941 that

interpretation of legislative language by the Office of Education was

allowing some junior colleges, despite their nomenclature, to receive

federal funds for vocational education of less than a college grade.'

The general failure of co..unity-junior college national spokesmen to

fight for a share in federal vocational education funds until late in the

1930's however, stands as further proof that the typo of terminal education

they had in mind for junior colleges was not so much vocational as it was

social. They began with the idea of a certain class of people with a pre-

sumed certain level of intelligence 1,e:on they felt should be trained for

a certain level of society, and their idea of general and vocational educa-

tion stemmed from this view of a proper society.

Selectivity and Guidance

The Community-junior college national spokesmen of this period faced

questions ovon more, fuhdamental than the types of semiprofessional curricula

to offer in junior colleges. They had to grapple with the questions of

who were and who should be terminal students in the first place. Some

assumed that the mere offering of terminal curricula would automatically

attract students suitable to them, but it was soon obvious that such

1
Fisher, Industrial EducAtiorl, pp. 130-135. A concise summary of

federal vocational education legislation can be found in Grant Venn, XAn
Education and Work (Washington, D.C.: American Council on Education,
19;1 pp. 56 -62,

-oriCK, rorum and Focus, p. 94.

hells, The Present Status of Terminal Education, p. 29.
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woald not be the case. he desire of to gs on t leeel

educational training, they found, was eeren;er eean s-.dene realezaei n of

no curriculum appropriate to their abilities and neeee. oee-efeets

who failed to realize that they really were terAieal et-dents, ,..nYdr

college loaders were agreed, needed erefeeeienaI e

realize what they were and whore they :.held ee

It will be recalled from earlier in this chaeter tese iese

tho guidance service that the junior oelleee co -eld offer steeents tee

democratizing function, exercising a sympaeeeeic concern for the ees Intel-

igent rather than having them face the :':::.leis elinination vaitene rf.dr,

them in universities. Kcos CiA-Pa.: that the traditienal eeeheSs ef eleiver-

s-ty selection through elimination, betn,-,; ee.eenocretic, were vengle-

some and wasteful, I' The new typo of selection erec:ees., theent Ly Koes to

be democratic, would be a gentle but effective geldance syotee, eee that:

. . . should 'co woven into the fabric of seeondary 41:.03 fill.
or those who administer or to .c,. in :he fetere seeeetary
school, attitudes of guidance ehoeld oecrats as seeceene.eisesly
as did those of selection in the ,nigh school nor th esee e1,
lot us say, of the last century.4

Selection through guidance, argued Kees' sheeld be a ssientie ;,TroSS5S.

regretted that the debate over whether or not the hi ze - ee-out rats

among ethnic groups was a result of native ability -des "eeen;.: ar.volareei

. . . more in terms of one's commitment to, or denial of, :;-"Jrir; eueremaey

than by resort to science."3

1.
Leonard V. coos, T;r2;n,-!,,, in

Xaas.: Harvard University ieress, 1,e2';), p, 4e.

p. 45.

31-
,00narci 7. ;Coos, Tne ans

Coepeny, 1927), P. 137. K005 wcrit of
differences in I.;4. among various ethnic geceps by iting results
from Gustave A. Geingold.
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If a guidance program was to soleet and guide students properly,

Koos argued that it had to attend to two phases of guidanceadjustment and

distribution. The adjustment phase concerned helping the individual make

an "optimal adjustment to educational and vocational situations," and the

distributive phase, whore Koos thought that junior colleges made a poor

.showing, was "to distribute youth as effectively as possible to educational

and vocational opportunities."1 Koos was confident that the scientific

testing of intelligence being advanced by the followers of G. Stanley Hall,

particularly Edward L. Thorndiko and Lewis M. Terman, would provide tho

means for proper selection and proper distribution.
2

Walter Crosby Bells also welcomed the measures of intelligence devised

by Lewis M. Terman as the basic tools for guidance workers. In his textbook

on the junior college, Eells referred to a statement by Terman that there

wore only two essential factors in any schoolthe raw material, or students,

and the educational processes. With modern, scientific methods to determine

the quality of the raw material, Bolls concluded, the educational processes

can be altered appropriately.3 Eells was more aware than most of his con-

temporaries in the,junior college movement that there would be a problem in

.guiding the raw material to the right processing plant:

It is very difficult to enroll students in a curriculum
upon the gates of which are inscribed the motto, "Abandon all
hope of university education, ye who enter here." Many students
Who deserve and will profit from by a junior college education

1
Leonard V. Koos, "Program of Guidance in the Junior College," Junior

College Journal, II (May, 1932), 443; also see two other articles by Koos:
"The Interpretation of Guidance," Junior-Senior Hiph School Clearincllouse,
VIII (September, 1933), 8; and "Some Essentials in Student Personnel Work;"
Junior College Journal, X (May, 1940), 605.

2Koos, The American Secondary School, pp. 120-124.

3Eel's, The Junior College, pp. 599 -60C.
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may and probably should never enter the university for profes-
sional work, but thoy and their parents object, and properly
so, to having the door of possible entrance to the university
unalterably closed to them if they chose a semiprofessional
curriculum, or a curriculum for social intelligence. They
will refuse to submit to any such doctrine of academic pre-
determinism which forever forbids possible entrance to educa-
tional paradise. They will decline to be the victims of any
such doctrine of educational damnation.1

At the time that Eells employed the imagery of Dante's Inferno in the

above quotation, he was thinking of intelligence testing as an alternative

to course requirements to determine who was qualified for the university.
2

He was not arguing for an open door to the university; his view that few

could or should enter professional life was clearly stated in his 1931

textbook quoted earlier in this chapter. He reiterated in 1935:

There will always be a place, of course, for the specialized
training of the minority of high school graduates needed for
positions of leadership in the professional, industrial, and
political life of the country; but there will be an increasing
place for the junior college, the college for the lalltm of
high school graduates, fitted for other fields of usefulness
in the life of the nation.3

By 1941 Eons realized that intelligence testing alone was not going to

replace curricular requirements for university entrance nor convince stu-

dents of their own abilities. Guidance would have to be the answer to

both problems, and the way he described that the guidance system should

work, which would become a standard procedure in most junior colleges, merits

a close look.

1
Walter Crosby Eells, "Adjustments to the Junior College Curriculum, "

Junior College Journal, III (May, 1933), 408.

2Ibid.; a similar argument was given fuller treatment by Duffus,
knalrao Enters the Collope, pp. 89-102.

3Walter Crosby Eells, "The Junior College and the Youth Problem,"
Kndelpian Review, XV (November, 1935), 12.
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In Eel's' evaluative volume on the Terminal Education Survey, ho

mentioned that junior college administrators had complained to him often

during the survey that students were resisting terminal curricula in pref.

erence,often at the urging of their parents, for the transfer programs.

Eolls suggested that junior colleges would do wall to follow the example

sot by Pasadena Junior College, and he quoted extensively from a Pasadena

counselor describing the guidance process:

The feature of our guidance service that has most to
do with placing students in terminal curricula is the first
interview which every student has with his counselor. . . .

We made it a point to grant no appointments for interviews
unless a transcript of the student's previous record has boon
received. "No transcript--no interview." We also invite the
student's parent (or parents) to come at this time, and a
very large percentage of them do.

One merely has to point out the "amounts" and "kinds"
of intelligence necessary for success in the semiprofes-
sions as opposed to the strictly professional fields, the
recommended high school patterns of subjects involved, the
quality of high school work and later college work demanded,
the opportunities for employment upon graduation, the length
of the courses, the costs of the different training programs,
opportunity to "work one's way through school," etc.,--and
then leave the final decision to the common sense of the
student and parents.l

"Terminal curricula," advised Eells, "can be popularized in other junior

colleges if intelligently interpreted to the student, to the parent, and

to the community."
2

John W. Harbeson, the Principal of Pasadena Junior College, suggested

a procedure a decade earlier that also became common practice in the nation's

junior colleges. The General Orientation course at Pasadena was recommended

by Harbeson to other junior colleges seeking a good guidance program. The

semester course spent the first several weeks doing extensive testing,

1
Eells, Why Junior College Terminl Education?, p. 67.

2
Ibid., P. 68.
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using a battery of intelligence, ability, and interests tests. Most of

the remainder of the course was a study of occupations, ranked according

to the requirements in terms of intelligence, ability, and interests for

individuals likely to be successful in them.
1

Harbeson knew his suggestion

would be of interest to junior college educators since in 1928 he did a

national survey on the importance of orientation courses, and he found

that of the four types of courses in the survey--social sciences, humani-

tios, natural sciences, and vocational counseling--junior college educa-

tors thought that orientation in vocational counseling was the most im-

portant for junio'r'-colleges.2

Pasadena Junior College was also singled out by the Carnegie Commission

study on higher education in California, the same study that set the train-

ing of social intelligence as the most important goal of junior colleges,

for its effective guidance program. Recommendation Sixteen of the Com-

mission report was:

. . that individual student counseling, Which has had a
wide development throughout the junior colleges, be continued
and made more effectual. As guidance techniques are improved,
the results of intensive personnel studies should be made
more binding upon the students. The batter training of
counselors is commended to the university and teachers,
college authorities and to the State Board of &lucation.3

Harbeson did not go as far as the Carnegie Commission in recommending

that the results of personnel studies be made more bindin% upon students,

but he was confident, as was the Pasadena counselor quoted earlier, that

information properly conveyed by a professional guidance worker would lead

1John W. Harbeson, "A Suggested Orientation Program for Junior Colleges,"
3ullotin of the Department of Secondary School Princioals, XXV (March, 1929),
350-352.

2
Ibid., P. 348.

3Carnegie Foundation, State Hi her Education in California, p, 45.
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the student to the right decision. And he was willing to make the exposure

to guidance information itself compulsory:

The junior college . . must place the emphasis on the voca-
tional aim. No pupil should be permitted to leave its walls
without, first, having surveyed the various fields of life
work; secondly, without having discovered his particular voca-
tional adaptability in so far as such information can be secured
through physical and mental examination, vocational tests, rating
scales, vocational counseling, etc.; and thirdly, without having
made a tentative definite decision upon some vocation to which
he believes himself naturally adapted.1

Nicholas Ricciardi's interest in a curriculum based on changing student

behavior extended further to his idea of guidance. If science could predict

and control the behavior of things, argued Ricciardi, then it could predict

and control the behavior of human beings. This was a necessity, in his

view, for "living efficiently in an industrialized demooratio society."2

The job of determining the "why" and the "what" of acceptable human behavior,

stated Ricciardi, was in fact being efficiently determined by various scien-

tists and national agencies. 'hat was needed, and what Ricciardi thought

AAJC could provide, was "a national organization which will give us the 'howl..

the implementation."3 Unless a guidance system existed to determine scion-

tifically student characteristics and needs and to encourage sensible goals,

Ricciardi warned junior colleges would be unable to build suitable curricula

"which fit youth efficiently for the kind of life it will be required to

live."

1John W. Harbeson, "The Place of the Junior College in Public
Education," Educational Review, LXVII (April, 1924), 188-189.

2
Nicholas Ricciardi, "What Should Be Expected of the Association?,"

Junior College Journal, IX (May, 1939), 426.

3Nicholas Ricciardi, "Diagnosis and Action," Junior College Journal,
IX (October, 1938), 3.

4
Nicholas Ricciardi, "Junior College Organization," Junior College

Journal, VII (May, 1937), 426.
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The community-junior college national spokesmen discussed guidance

mostly in terms of developing in studonts "appropriate" educational and

vocational goals. To a lessor extont, tley discussed guidanco as a factor

in personal dovelopment, in terms of life-adjustment and individual happi-

ness. Of course the right job and individual happiness wore not altogothor

soparato goals, but the typo of child-centorod, individualistic, psychologi-

cally-oriontod concern., which Cromin states dominated the progrossive educa-

tion movement in the 1920's and the 1930's was only a minor theme in the

rhotoric of the community-junior college leaders.
1

Jesse P. Bogus, for

instance, often talked about the many college failures caused by poor social

adjustment rather than lack of intelligence, and ho urged junior collogo

administrators and teachers to dovolop warn, sympathetic relationships with

students to assist their adjustment. Ho advised that junior college campuses

should remain small enough "for the president to know every student by his

first name and his nickname, to know his parents, the home from which ho

came, his strength and weaknesses, (and) his desires and aversions . . ."2

Wood and Johnson came closer than the other*community-junior national

spokesman discussed in this chapter to an idea of guidance stemming from a

child-centered pedagogical philo: phy. Their conception of general educa-

tion underscored the importance of attentive and individualized caro to the

porsonal and curricular needs of oach student. Individual curricula and

individual guidance seamed to go together logically; as Johnson put it:

"The guidance program assumes that the individual student is the unit, the

unifying center of the total educational program."3 Still, Wood and

1
Cremin, The Transformation of thn School, p. 182.

2
Boguo, "The Junior Collogo in Amorican Education," p, ;68.

3Johnson, "General Educational Changes," p. 22.
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Johnson assumed that the happy individual would be one who adjusted well

to his environment, and so they wore not opposed to concepts of guidance

which were predicated on the idea of assessing an individual'ilstrongths

and weaknesses and helping him find a suitable place in an industrial

society. They did not, for instance, follow the suggestion of Georg() S.

Counts that the schools should cast students in a now mold to promote

social reform.1 it was strictly acapitalist socioty into which Wood

and Johnson sought to guido junior coilogo studonts, a socioty no different

from that accepted by other community-junior college loaders.

The Imosct of the r:oprssion

While many universities and colleges found their enrollments drop-

ping during the deprossion, junior college enrollments, especially in

public, low-tuition institutions, ncreased dramatically. A survey by

Campbell in 1932 determined that 70 percent of all public junior colleges

increased their enrollment during that year, with the average increase

being noar 26 percent.2 Some of the increase it was assumed, probably

correctly, came from those studonts who would havo gono away from home

to college if family finances would have permitted it. But the bulk of the

incroaso, it was further assumed, came from youth who would hal/6 gone to

work had jobs boon available. It was the role played by the junior college

in combatting the idleness of youth that was most dramativ.od by the com-

munityrjunior college national spokosmon during the 19301s. Surprisingly,

the oxistenco of the depression was seldom mentioned as evidence for the

1Goorgo S. Counts, Dare the Schools Build a Now Social Order? (Now
York: John Day Co., 1932J.

2
Doak S. Campbo),l, "Effects of the Depression," Junior Collefn

Journal, III (April, 1933), 381.
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value of semiprofossional training. Nor was it montioned as a target

for junior collego work, that is, for the croation of educational programs

aimed at oasing community problems brought on by the depression. Tho one

connection that was drawn botwoon the dopression and the junior college

offered an alternative to the idlonoss of youth, an idleness that threatened

cociety with crime and dogoneracy.

Campbell warned junior college leaders that their prido in enrollment

growth during the depression should be tomporod with a concern for those

students not in the junior colloge or on jobs, likely to fall into a life

of delinquency and crime.1 As the depression was lifting, Campboll told

dologates to the 1939 AAJC convention:

. . . the significant result of the depression, so far as
the junior college is concerned, has boon that the public
has boon made aware of the great importance of the problem
of our youth of junior college age.4

As technology advanced, Campbell assurod the delegates that the service

provided by the CCC and the NIA as emorgoncy moasuros would have to bo

continued to keep youth out of trouble, and the public schools he asserted

would logically incorporate the service.3

C. C. Colvert's presidential address to AAJC conventioners in 1941

was admonishment to them for allowing conditions to provail that prevented

junior colleges from doing the job that the CCC and the NYA stopped in to

do:

Had not we of the junior colleges boon so busy trying to
offer courses which would got our graduatos into the senior

''Doak S. Campboll,
Journal, VIII (November,

2
Doak S. Campbell,

IX .(May, 1939), 442,

3Ibid.

'Encouragement...or Groat Concern?," Junior College
1937), 109.

"Retrospect and Prospoot," Junior Collor.o Journal,
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colleges instead of working and offering appropriato and
practical courses -- terminal courses--for the vast majority
of the junior collogo students, tiro might have thought to
ask for,, and as a :ssult of having askod, received tho
privilege of trai-tng those young pooplo.1

Waltor Crosby Eolls offered six possiblo alternatives to the problem

of what to do with the millions of high school graduatos who could not

find jobs and who were "not intellectually fitted nor economically able to

ontor the established four-year colleges and universities." They could

be kept at home, but "Satdo still finds some mischief for idle hands to

do." They could be turned adrift, learning lessons in the curriculum of

vagrancy and crime in box cars and hobo jungles. They could, as a third

altornative, end up in reform schools and penitentiaries, where society

would pay more to maintain thorn than in school. The army was a fourth

altornativo, but Eells warned military strength had a tondoncy to load

to wars. Continuing the CCC was Eel's, fifth alternative to solve the

youth problem, but he pointed out its high administrative and exorbitant

per worker cost. The sixth alternative was of course the junior college,

the boat one possible from the standpoint of both* "safety and cost."2 In

his speeches and articles, Eolls constantly referred to a potential vaga-

bond army of youth posing a great threat to orderly society. Youth sin-

coroly seeking work would be easy recruits, according to Eolls, for this

army:

At first, perhaps, thoy are honestly seeking work, but after
repeated failure to find it, what is more natural than that
this ragged, hungry army of youth should lapse into a vagrant

.01111111

1C. C. Col"ort, "Terminal Education and National Defense," Junior
Collor° Journal, XI (May, 1941), 496,

2-
Lolls, "The Junior College and the Youth Problom," p. 10.
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class, chum with degonerato associatos, prey upon society,
and become potential (-riminals.1

James Reynolds,also.emphasized tho dangers of idlenoss:

Idle youth . . . is not a healthy situation. To tolorate a
condition contrary to nature is to court troublo. Those four
to six millions of boys and girls are for the most part able-
bodied, onorgotic, ambitious youngsters. If we forco thorn to
loaf from two to three years, wo by the same tokon forco upon
them groat tomptations to ontor ways of crime, immorality,
and other vices. Idle youth is a paradoxical condition, it
just doosntt exist. If wo close the doors to wholesome pur-
suits k they will turn into the back alloys of unwholesome
ones."4

,Community-junior college national spokesmen made it clear that the

"youth problem" as they reforred to the throat of degeneracy and disordor

among youth, was not solely a depression problom, although the depression

dramatized its existence. With the ago of job entry advancing with the

increasing industrialization of the nation, the problem of restless youth,

it was argued, would become an ever growing problem for society. Eells,

making a case for terminal education, noted that "cold and dispassionate

statistics collected annually by the Fecloral Bureau of Investigation," even

in 1939 and 1940 when more employment was available, showed that the 18

to 19 year old age group had the highest number of arrests. Eolls admitted

that it could not be proven that the crimes would not have happened if the

youth had been in junior colleges, but he stated that "the presumption is

strong that the correlation between junior college attendance and arrests

for crime is not high."3

1
Waltor Crosby Eells, "The Tax Supported Junior College During the Next

Dect.do," Bulletin of the Dopartmont of Secondary-School Principals, XLV
(March, 1933), 153-154,

2
Reynolds, "The Junior College and Industrial Education," P. 233.

3Eolls, :.00122ae1192mitmlanioziueation. pp. 31-33.
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C. A. Bowers has written that educators during the depression who

considered themselves true followers of John Dewey, and few did not,

divided into two warring factions over the extent to which schools should

try to reconstruct society by identifying social ills and then deliberately

using the schools to correct them.
1

Whatever battles raged within the

Progressive Education Association, and Bowers mentioned several, they did

not seem to rouse the martial spirits of the community-junior college

spokesmen in this study. Those spokesmen identified really only one ill,

tho "youth problem," and they were agreed that the junior college should

deliberately correct the problem by providing educational programs for

youth. There was no hint of reconstructing society, merely preserving it.

The Linzorlagppdication to" Efficient
Educational Reorganization

The efforts of Harpor, Jordan, Lange and countless other educators

at the turn of the century to restructure the American educational system

for the sake of efficiency, with all of its different meanings, did not

die in the succeeding generation of educators. The later efforts, however,

did lose much of their'zealous and crusading nature. Reorganization 'gas

not advocated in the 1920's and 1930's as the panacea for all educational

ailments, but it was still recommended to cure a good number of them.

Much has already been made of the fact that Koos, Campbell, Smith,

Harboson, and Zook stressed that the junior college should be considered

part of secondary education, and accordingly they were concerned about the

total and efficient integration of all education between elementary and

higher education. Wood and Hutchins also favored the same plan of efficient

1C. A. Bowers, The Progressive Educator and the Depression (New York:
Random House, 1969), p. 4.
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organization as the others, the 6-4-4 plan, and for the same reasons, but

they were perfectly willing to allow the four-year junior college segment

to be called a "college." They even accepted the idea that tho junior

college should bestow the bachelors degree. Only one man in the group

of spokesmen suggested that the junior college should be considered a part

of higher education and suggested further that the developing 6.3-3.2

pattern of organization had much going for it-- Walter Crosby Eons. Eel's'

suggestion ignited a controversy that lit up many heated discussions on

the matter.
1

Eons advanced his explosive spark at the 1930 AAJC convention,

before permanently encasing it in his 1931 textbook on the junior college.

Repeating Lange's earlier question of what manner of child should the

junior college be, which Lange himself had answered in defense of the

secondary nature of the junior college, 'Lolls suggested that nearly all

of the advantages which proponents advanCed on behalf of the 6-4-4 plan

could just as well be implemented in the existing 6.3.3.2 plan, There

was no proof, argued Eons, in either the saltatory theory of Hall or the

theory of gradual development of Thorndike that the psychological demands

of adolescence were such that one form of educational organization was

any better than the other. The overlapping of course content, an ineffi-

ciency often condemned by 6-4-4 advocates, Eons thought not altogether

a bad thing if the material was important;.and anyway ho saw no reason

why curriculum planners could not eliminate most of the overlapping with-

out merging institutions. Dons oven challenged the argument of economy

'Omitted from consideration here are Bogue, Colvort, Johnson, Xodskor,
and Reynolds because they actually belonged to a later generation of junior
college educators. None of them were involved in the controversy during
this period over the 6.4-4 plan.
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of time, wondering if a college should not teach a student as much as pos-

sible in a set tine period rather than trying to alter the time in colleT-,

for each student. :Moro he was done, sells had challenged every argument

in support of the 6-4-4 plan.
1

After attacking the arguments in favor of the 6 -4J plan, Lolls

toyed to a defense of the 6.3-3-2 plan. It was simply more convenient,

he said, to add a two-year program to existing high schools, something

that could be easily done regardless of administrative and geographical

conditions. It was good for a child, Sells went on, -to change environments

to soma extent and make new Stimulating contacts. There would be a greater

chance to exert leadership in student clubs for junior college students

since upperclassmen would not be there to dondnate then. The junior college

could help ease the transition for students destined for the university,

said Sells, by providing two easy steps into higher education rather than

a single traumatic one. And there was something, argued Bells, in maintain -

in g a collegiate atmosphere; Something hard enough to do in a junior college,

he added, without the presence of high school students. After all, concluded

Eel's, the psychology of going to college means something important to the

ambitious American peopleand "the great American ambition is becoming the

great American habit,"
2

Sells' opposition, and there was much of it, was quick to the counter-

attack. `rood accused -Sells of satire in an open letter to Sells for the

eyes of the AAJC membership; Wood was certain no thoughtful man would

seriously oppose experimental efforts to breath life into secondary educa-

tion. Responding to sells' tit)e for his speech, Wood asserted:

4alter Crosby Sells, "The Junior College'Ahat Yanner of Child Shall
This :-.40," Junior Coll*.26 je;rnAl., I (February, 1931), 311-318.

2ibid., pp. 319-322.
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You ask +chat:mann ©r of child the ,nior college is to be.
am inclined to thinl< that u4less the ,junior noLleze lesnsrs
and the other men in secondary-school work 2royide it with
vital organs quite soon, it will 'oe still -':.c ::.1

moos took a stab at the upstart ells in a revie'd of Le ls, first book on

the junior college. Overall zoos thought that .e is .ad r.ade a good effort

to understand the junior college and provided soma goe,d infor:ftAtion, but

he criticized severely Eel's' hostile attitude to-A;trd the 6.4.4 plan,

charging that E.s119 was more attuned to higher education thtt secondery

education.
2

The other community-junior college national spokesmen renewed their

loyalty to the idea of the 6.4.4 plan. Harbason continued to p:fblicizo the

success of Pasadena Junior College, stressing economic efficiency, higher

standards for eleventh and twelfth grade students, ar. t high proportion

of junior college terminal students due to the fact that vidance workers

had four years to guide students instead of only two? Zook wIrn9d juthor

colleges against too great an independence, reminditi an 3.A,;40-1.ence that

the former Hapsburg possessionS were moved by the spirit of independence

to build high tariff walls and thus sealed their own oolla,ose, -.e lessor.

for the junior college, Zook made clear, was that its surtival depended

1
JAMOS M. Wood, "An Open Letter," a:AiOT ..2.;:rval i (X arch,

1931), 392-393.

2
Leonard V. zoos, "Walter Crosby Zolls, Ths7; " review

of The Junior Colle,o, by Walter Crosby Zells, in tne 3nn:ol ?evier,
(October, 1931), 627.628. zoos loyalty to seCondary ":4V:(40.
tionable. He turned down art offer by President CoffIan at t2-.e
of Xinnesota for a new appointment as itesearch ::-rofessr
tion in 1926, stating that he wished to rain in se dart' g:JS/tidf..
Ead Koos accepted, he would have teen the nation's first ;rirofesor in
higher education. Conger, "Leonard V. Koos." p. 73.

John W. Harbeson, "integration atween :olle7e,"
Sierra Educational News., XXXII U+1146, 1936), 21.22 nao
Zxperimental Program at Pasadena," pp. 352-355.
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upon integrating itself with tho secondary school. Small independont

junior colleges, warned Zook, were outworn and uneconomical; integration

with the loss of some independence was nccessary for co-ordination, for

the elimination of duplication, as atoll as for survival.1

Eels did not continue tho rhotorical battle, content merely to see

history go his way. Ho had novor roally taken a crusading stance in sup-

port of the 6-3-3-2 plan, although tho'Je devoted to the cause of secondary

education considered his call for more study of the pros and cons of reorgani-

zation proof enough of his disloyalty. Ho did continue to suggest quietly

that the junior college movement had too much "machine-gun variety, designed

to bring down all of the game in sight," and that junior colleges should be

contont to seek greatness in doing the work of teaching freshmen and sopho-

mores better than it had over been done before.
2

:rolls did suggest a

compromise which nobody seemed to notice (and which probably would not have

suited any of his opponents other than Wood and Hutchins anyway) to nako

a threo-level distinction among socondary, collegiate, and university or

higher education. 3 Had the distinction been acceptod, it is likely that

the majority of spokesmen would have continued to place the junior college

in the "secondary" category rather than in the "collegiate" one whore Lolls

thought it should be.

Dospite all of the tumult over the reorganization of secondary educa-

tion, howevor, the issue was losing its vitality. Much of the rhetoric in

defense of the 6.14,1+ plan had the sound of uncritical loyalty rather than

Eells, The Junior Collor°, D, 161; and Walter Crosby Eells, "Tho Junior
CoIlego--It GLaracter and Prospects,"NEA Journal, XXII (May, 1933), 158.

3Eells, Tho Junior Colltga, p.;659.

1
Goorge F. Zook, "Junior College--Depondent or Independont?," Junior

Collie

2

191zrnal, V (May, 1935), 432-436,
0,
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vibrant enthusiasm. The heart of the plan which had been formed a genera-

tion before was efficiency, but a type of efficiency losing its moaning to

educators in the 1920's and 1930's. The post-le:orld War Cno educators con-

tinued to repeat arguments about saving time and money and encouraging rapid

efficient student growth, but they no longer argued to build a new society.

In a way, they were paying respect to venerable ideas which were not dead,

but dying. Almost without notice four-yoar junior colleges established,

ton by 1940, passed out of existence. After World War Two, California

four-year junior colleges at Compton, then Ventura, and finally Pasadena

wore reconverted to two-year institutions --none wore left in that state

by 1955.
1

The allegiance of junior college leaders to the idea of the four.

year junior college, first broken by Eolls, passed away too.

Friends and Enemies

In the ideological campaign of community-junior college national

spokesmen, they actually encountered few overt friends or enemies. Most

of their problems appeared to them to bo internal. The universities were

both friends and foes, sometimes offering valuable support and sometimes

exerting unwelcome control. Governments, too, wore sometimes generous,

sometimes hostile._ Many friends and enemies of the community-junior college

movement during the 1920's and 1930's could probably be identified in terms

of general social movements or economic forces, but in this section only

two external forces--one friend and one foe - -with specific identities will

be discussed. They were singled out by the spokesmen as targets of friend-

ship and of scorn.

1Brick, Forum and Focus, pp. 85-86.
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The enemy was a single man critical of the junior college movement,

and his ideas were attacked with a defensiveness not at all characteristic

of the attack upon Sells. The man was George Herbert Palmer, professor

oraeritus of philosophy at Harvard, who wrote two articles about the junior

college movement in the Atlantic Monthly in 1927. Palmer began his first

article with an observation, a very perceptive ono, that the astounding

growth (ho used the term "torrent") in the number of junior colleges was

happening without any critical discussion of the merits of those institu-

tions. After noting the lack of criticism, Palmer advauced to provide some.

America had developed a unique collegiate system, Palmer argued, which rcIxod

togothor for four crucial years three distinct elements in American society--

men headed for business, mon headed for the professions, and a group that

Palmer labeled "amateur scholars" who wore "cultivated persons, caring for

much besides money-making." This later group was Palmer's concern: "They

are our true aristocrats, keeping our precious democracy wholesome." They

lived in the common neighborhoods and talked sense to their neighbors. They

were what Germany did not have and thus made the difference between democracy"

and totalitarianism. The junior college movement, charged Palmer, threatened

to,dostroy this vital element in American democracy.
1

The throat that the junior college movement posed for the "amateur

scholar" was no less, in Palmer's oyes, than a threat to destroy four-year

colleges altogether. If the junior college system ever becomes complete,

prophosized Palmer, "our colleges would turn into professional schools and

this important class of amateur scholar would disappoar."2

1George Herbert Palmer, "The Junior College," Atlantic Monthly, April,
1927, pp. 497-499.

2
Ibid.; p, 499.
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In another issue of the Atlantic Yonthly a few months later, Palmer

announced his retirement from the battle against the junior college, apolo-

gizing that ho was too old to carry on the He announced that many

lottery had come to him from parents of junior college students telling of

harm done to their children by junior collogos. The harm was not spoCifiod,

'Hput Palmer advised parents to refuse taxation for junior colleges and to

send thoir children away from home to college. Ho also announced that

several of his correspondents advised him that he was taking the increase

in the numbor of junior colleges too seriously, charging that they wore "only

advertisements for real-estate speculation" and that is why "they abound

in the least settled parts of our country." Despite this advico, ?almor

did not retire from the fight in frivolity. In a final warning to his

readers, pleading with them to be suspicious of junior collages, Palmer

shifted his concern from the class of amateur scholars to the poorer °lassos

of society:

Mistakes here fall hardest on our pooror classes. Wo who
are in easier circumstances should regard ourselves as trus-
teos for them. We can inform ourselves and get the educa-
tion wo want elsewhere if not at homo. But one of the chief ,

hardships of the poor is that they are tied to a single spot
and must take what they are told is good.1

The response of most community-junior national spokesmen to Palmer's

charges was at first defensive, reassuring all that the traditional New

;

England college would survive, that the amateur scholar would also survive,

and that the masses--never specifying the poor--would recoive good treat.

malt in junior colleges. They later responded to Palmor's criticisms in

a more offensive fashion, clothing the junior college movomont in the garb

of democracy -doing for all what the liberal -arts college did for only a

1Goorgo Herbert Palmer, "The Junior College Again," Atlantic Monthly.
December, 1927, p. 830.
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few. Fells, shiftlog roles from antagonist to defender of the community-

junior collego ideology, mado his rosponso as a part of his junior college

textbook. Eel's confessed that the scholarly type admired by Palmer was

in fact vanishing in the American educational system. The villain, however,

was not tho junior college, insisted Eells, but rather the pressure for

specialization being forced down upon all colleges from the universities

above. It was possible, stated Eel's, that the junior college would in

fact save the amateur from complete oxtormination, rather than hastening

the process. Concluded Eells:

(Tho junior college) offers an opportunity to multiply and
magnify many fold somo of the best olotnonts of cultural
education for which institutions of the Now England typo
have so valiantly stood in the past.

The junior collego proposes to democratize culture by dif-
fusing it among the massosj

George F. Zook, admittodly a "highor education" man, also attempted

to divert Palmer's fears into hopes. Zook's main point was that junior

colleges would not take all froshmen and sophomore students by any means,

They would actuallyprotoot the four-year colleges and univorsities, argued

Zook, by serving the masses and allowing the more scholarly institutions

to work with a better type of student. Although junior colleges did have

programs for college bound students and pre-professional students, Zook

explained, they would serve primarily a third typo of group--students fitted

by nature and interest to semiprofessions in business, home economics, tech-

nichal work, and possibly teaching. Zook assured the four-year colleges and

universities that there would be an ample student population for all types

1
Bells, Tho Junior Collezo, pp, 344.345,
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of institutions, and that the junior colleges were doing them a service

by accommodating this lower grade of student.
1

Retreating from the battlofiold as he said he would, Palmer was a

short-lived foe of the junior college movement. No prominent figure emerged

to continue the fight. Fifteen years later, William H. Cowley, also using

the pages of the Atlantic Monthly, again sounded the alarm that the four-

year college was being threatened, but his accusations wore directed against

Robert M. Hutchins' efforts at the University of Chicago, not the junior

college movement. In fact, Cowley quoted Hells, then Executive Secretary

of AAJC, as opposed to Hutchins' idea to grant the bachelor's degree at the

end of junior college.
2

No one at all, at least no one whom the community..

junior college national spokesmen felt called upon to answer, continued to

press the question raised by Palmer concerning inferior education for the

poor.

An exhaustive listing of all of the friends of the community-junior

college movement would indeed involve a lengthy project. From the perspeo-

tive of this study, however, it can be said that one supporineagent..the

General Education goardwas most clearly identified by community-junior

college national spokesmen during this era as the greatest assistance in

. formulating and propagating ideas on junior colleges. The junior college

movement really had little to fear from isolated individuals, like Palmer,

sounding academic alarms When it had the financial and organizational help

of a loading educational foundation.

1George F. Zook, "Is the Junior College a Menace or a soon?," School
Review, XXXVII (June, 1929), 418-419.

2William H. Cowley, "The War on the College," Atlantic Monthly_, Juno,
1942, pp. 719 -726; Eolls explains his defection from the plans of his alma
mater in Walter Crosby Bells, "Developments in Higher Education- -Wise and
Otherw:3°," Journal of the American Association of Collegiate Registrars,

4 XVII (July, 1942 ), 475.
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AAJC had been looking for such support for years. In 1926 L. W.

Smith, then President of AAJC, reported to tho AAJC coarorlion that a com-

mittee was being formed to begin a search for foundational support.1

foundation support was forthcoming, however, In 1930, when the Carnegie

Commission docidod to invest in a study of,higher education in California,

in large part to formulate national recommendations for junior college

devolopment, AAJC was struggling along with a total yearly budget just

over .$2,000 and no salaried stlff.2 It is probable that Doak S. Campbell

was instrumental in securing the asaistanoo of the General Education Board

in 1939 which gave a major boost to AAJC. The Gonoral Education Board had

funded many projects f'r the Commission on Curriculum Problems and Research

of the Southern Assooiation of Schools and Colleges, of which Campbell was

a member. 3 Campbell chaired the AAJC Commission on Junior College Terminal

Education which was formed in 1939 to spearhead efforts for a greater

emphasis on terminal education, and it was natural that he turned to the

General Education Board for backing, Dr, Robert J. Havinghurst, director

of general education for the General Education Beard met with the AAJC

Commission and was receptive to their'idea for a major study of the status

and potential of terminal education in junior colleges, and he promised to

take them to the General Education Board.

Membors of the Commission fretted during the later part of 1939 as

Havinghurst's ptoposal for support of the study was tabled by the Gonoral

Education Board, which was involvod in dotermining its role vis-a-vis the

1
L. Smith, in a discussion during the business session, Proceedings

of the Seventh-Ayoual AAJC MeetinK (Jackson, Mississippi, 1926), p. 60.

2
BAck, Forum and Focus, p. 55.

3Fawcett, "Doak S. Campbell," P. 78.
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new World War in Europe.
1

Finally, in December, 1939, the General Educa-

tion Board considered the matter and provided a 425,000 grant to the Com-

mission for a one-year study "concerned particularly with courses and

curricula of a semiprofessional and general character designed to give this

increasing body of young people greater economic competence and (Avis:: respon-

sibility."2 In 1940 the General Eduaation Board provided nearly twice as

much money for a continuation of the study and another $60,000 to eight

institutions, six of which were public junior colleges, for spooifio insti-

tutional programs or studies in terminal education.3

The impact of the Junior Colloge Terminal Education study was not

as far reaching as other projects financed by the General Education Board,

such as Columbia's Lincoln School or the Progressive Education (or Eight-

'boar) study. The Commission allowed Eolls great freedom in conducting the

study, apparently forgiving him fOr his disloyalty to the 6-4-4 plan a

decade earlier.
4

The main products of the study wore two books by Eells

which have already been frequently quoted in this chapter, The Present

Status of Terminal Education and It.hJtColleo Terminal Education7.5

1
Letter from Walter Crosby Eells to Mombers of the AAJC Policy Com-

mittee, November 14, 1939, MJC Archives. "Policy Committee" was the
original name given to the Commission on Junior College Terminal Education.

2Waltor Crosby Eolls, "Junior College Terminal Education," Junior
Colleo Journal, X (January, 1940), 244.

Sells, Tho Present Status of Terminal Education, pp. 188-190.

4
Other junior college spokesmen in this study who wore members of the

AAJC Commission on Junior College Terminal Education, besidos Campbell the
chairman and Eells the diroctor, were Koos, Zook, Colvert, and Modskor.
The total number on the Commission was thirteen.

5
A third volume of lessor significance did result from the study, but

it was only a bibliography of literature on terminal education. Lois E.
Engleman and Walter Crosby Eons, The Literature of Junior Colloyo Terminal
Education (Washington, D.C.: American Association of Junior Collegos, 1941).
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They added nothing new to the basic arguments in favor of terminal education,

but they synthesized the old arguments and presented a forceful case for

the need for terminal education and its unfortunate neglect. The books

emphasized, as might be expected, the different levels of student abilities

on a single scale of intelligence, the needs of the economy and the society,

the importance of guidance, and the general idea of the semiprofessions--

in short, all the standard features of rhetoric on the junior college during

the 1920(s and 1930,s. 'Aatover impact Eclls' books might have had Qn

the community-junior college movement, and such influence is always difficult

to measure, it was probably less significant than the fact that the General

Education Board grant allowed AAJC to grow into a sizeable organization,

recognizably at the forefront of.junior college development. The budgeting

and staffing of the terminal education was not independent of the AAJC

operating budget and staff. Foils, who was half-time Director of the study

admitted that his work was so "closely intertwined" that he made no effort

to keep his two jobs entirely distinct.
1

After the war, other foundations

would come to the support of AAJC, allowing it to continue, in the words of

Michael Brick, as the forum and focus of the community-junior college movement.
2

4 Rhetoric and Reality

The specific purpose of this study is to determine the major ideas

and ideals expressed by community-junior college spokosmen regarding educa-

tion and society. With such a focus, one could easily be led to a distorted

ribture of what community-junior colleges were actually like. Such a

distortion could be the natural result of a focus on ideals rather than

'halter Crosby rolls, "Annual Roport of the Executive Secretary,"
Junior College Journal, XI (may% 1941), 4t..

2
Brick Forum and Focus, pp. 57-61.
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actualities and also a result of the fact that ideologies, by their very

nature, tend to obscure reality in ordor to obtain allegiance to the ab-

stract. To keep an historical perspective of general community-junior

college development while tracing its ideological development, it might

be well to touch briefly upon the matter of institutional growth, to com-

pare rhotorio with reality.

First of all it should be noted that the unity existing in the

community-junior college ideology during the 1920's and 19301s stands in

sharp contrast to the diversity of institutions operating under the name

of "junior colleges." Mention has already been Fide of the split between

public and private junior colleges, denied in the ideology but happening

in actuality. At the beginning of the 19201s, private junior colleges

outnumbered public ones two to one and hold firm control over AAJC.. Of

the twenty..two junior colleges represented at the 1920 organizational

meeting of AAJC, only five were public, and none of these wore junior

colleges in California, the state that was leading the movement by 1940,1

McDowell identified 39 publio junior colleges at the end of World War One;

by 1940 the number had increased to 258. While still in the minority (the

number of private junior colleges in 1940 was 317) among junior college

institutions, the public junior colleges enrolled over two-thirds of all

junior college students.2 Increasingly, the rhetoric of the community

junior college was geared to local, public junior colleges to the exclusion

of the private colleges, despite conscious efforts to be all inclusive.

1Walter Crosby Eells, "Junior College Patriarchs," Junior Collogo
Journal, X (February, 1940), 307-309.

2
Walter Crosby Eells, ed., Am Junior (Washington, D.C.'

American Counoil on Education, 1940), p. 18.
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There were other specific types of junior colleges that could be

mentioned, but they too seemed to have little effect upon the general

rhetoric generated by the community-junior college movement. Some junior

colleges Aisted within universities, as integral units or as branch cam-

puses, and others were unmistakably technical institutes. Many of the

private colleges were denominational with a religious curriculum dominant,

but this feature was only footnoted upon occasion in the writings of com-

munity- junior college spokesmen. All types of junior colleges had an

interest in preparatory and/or terminal programs and thus the tqrminology

of the community-junior spokesmen was not foreign to any of them. On the

other hand, the full range of interests represented in the community-junior

college movement more and more typified the community, public type of junior

college.

Some new purposes for community-junior colleges began to appear in

the stated goals of the national spokesmen during the 1920's and 1930's

adult education and community servicegenerally reflecting actual programs

being developed. These were minor themes indeed compared to the major,

emphasis upon terminal education and guidance, but their growth after

World War Two would be sufficient to make the term "community-junior college"

take on a special significance. Walter Crosby Eells wrote the most about

the role of junior colleges in adult education, but this departure from

the mainstream of junior college thought found few more followers in his

day than his campaign to relocate the junior college in higher, rather than

secondary, education.1 The community service function of community-junior

lEells made a strong case for adult education in the junior college
in several of his articles. See "Adjustments in the Junior College Curriculum,"
p. 409; "Adult Education in California Junior Colleges," Junior College
Journal, V (May, 1935), 448; and "Pioneer TrAil or Educational Highway,"
liorCourlal, (November, 1935), 55-56.
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colleges was not singled out by any of the spokesmen for repeated emphasis,

but occasional remarks about serving the local community in various ways

appeared here and there in the literature. It is probable that the minor

role played by adult education and Community service in the community-junior

college ideology corresponded in largo part with meager community-junior col-

lege programs in those areas. At any rate, the turn in the ideology toward

emphasis upon the local community had not yet become a noticeable shift by

1941.

A final note of realism has been sounded already in the arguments of

the community-junior college national spokesmen, but its importance is such

that it bears repeating. Despite the ideological consensus reached by the

spokesmen on the need to promote more terminal education, an agreement even

extending to what was the most effective means to achieve that end--a system

of guidance, students who attended community-junior colleges throughout this

period (and indeed after) continued to enroll, in the ratio of two to one,

in university transfer programs. The percentage of students actually trans-

ferring on to four-year colleges and universities remained quite constant,

too, varying slightly from fifty percent of the number enrolling in transfer

curricula.. The refusal of so-called "terminal students" to enroll in terminal

curricula was destined to remain to the present day a continuing source of

both challenge and frustration for adherents to the community-junior college

ideology.
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ACCLPTANCE WITH= U:iDIhSTANDING

Before World War One, the community-junior college was more of an

idea than an institution. During the 1920's and 1930's, the community-

junior college struggled to establish itself, in some. form or another,

within the structure of American education. Luring these formative years,

community-junior colleges had to face ;he divisive Problem of reconciling

theory and practice and at the same time remain unified enough to win

public .support for their common cause. Come states were notably success-

ful before the 19401s, particularly California, in building a viable system

of community-junior colleges, but most of the nation did not accept the

fledgling institutions as bona fide institutions in American education

until the end of World War Two.

Then, almost overnight, the community-junior college was accepted into

the nationwide American educational system as a full-fledged member. To all

appearances, and perhaps in fact, this was a result of the "flood-tide" of

students pouring into higher education after the war, rather than the result

of public subscription to the community-junior college ideology which had

boon in the making for half a century. X-iatever the cause, the acceptance

of, the community-junior college was complete. Presidential commissions, NEA

committees, various national foundations, and the national news media supported

and popularized the case for the community-junior college. There was no no.

table opposition. By 1970, AAJC listed over one thousand institutional

lee)



nom.cers from all 50 states enrolling newly two an one-half stvjents,

more than the total of freshmen and sophomore sl:Idents in. the nstion's four-

year colleges and universities.
1

At the same time that the community-junior college was achieving

security as an institution, it continuad to struggle with ideological ques-

tions concerning its purpose in society and the ideal curric,;lum for workers

in an industrial state. The struggle was an exasperating one, sine* there

were few leaders sounding ideological truths whieh struck responsive chords

in the rhetoric of the national spokesmen for the 31676-7. Edirwid J.

Gleazer, Jr. was aware of this lack of ideological leadership in fomileting
4

ideas on the role of the community-junior college. In his first annual

report to AAJC as its new Executive Director in 1959, Gleaner expressed his

regret that articulate leaders such as Zarper, Jordan, Lange, and Zoos did

not have counterparts in the 1950's. He went, on to say.

. . it is striking to note that a majority of the 41dea
people" in the field have been university presidents and the
attention of some of these men was given less to the 44t5re
of the junior college than to the improvement of the vniversity
structure and program Which might result from eliminating the
freshmen and sophomore years. 4:st 1 am saying is that there
are thinkers and spokesmen needed in this junior college field
as it grows in stature and maturity.2

Although community-junior college leaders Were e4e4e7Zed that the

did not understand their institution and often referred to an "identity eri.

sis," the lack of public understanding did not seem to hinder the growth of

their institutions. Jesse P. Bogue, when he was Executive Zeoreteryof AAJC,'

1
Directory of AAJC, 1971, p. 6.

2
Sdmund J. Glasser, Jr,, "Executive Director's ?e,;-4-;< to the Anericen

Association of Junior .Colleges," Junior College jo,;rral 1111.. (Key, 2,959), 556.

3The title of AAJC's director changed from Lxh,!';:r,i7c.., Leretery to

Bxecutive Director in 1958 when Gleazer ouoteeded 20V6 in thh ;6hitiOn. 5e4
Brick, Forum and Focus, p. 48.
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noted the irony of the public's accoptanco of community-junior colleges

without anderstanding them, iko,glio reported that a state legislator had

said to him shortly after the end of World War Two:

"We bolieve in junior colleges and want them. We aro
ready to act, but we don't know enough about this phaso of
education to draft a bill."1

Community-junior college national opokosmen tried to overcome thole

so-called "identity crisis" during the 1953's and 1960'n with a now namo

and a now imago. They began to speak, uncomfortably at first, of the "com-

munity college," and they carefully defined an over growing sot of functions--

tear. for, terminal, and general education; adult education; community service;

the romodial or salvago function; student personnel servicos; etc. eat

an agreemont upon a namo and functions was not enough. The underlying

ideology of the movement which would give moaning to the functions, and

perhaps help establish priorities among them, remained blurred. Thom did

not appear to be men who could place the "community college's" role in

sharp focus.

The lack of profound thinkers may have been the major weakness in

community-junior college leadership, as Cleazor suggested. Speculation

raises othor possibilities. It could have 'soon that bureaucratization

infected the community-junior college movomont, causing its leaders to

thin':( in torms of perpetuating certain activities and reinforcing the

value of routine functions. Once the movement itself began to stabilize,

Is possible that now vistas soemod loss enticing than secure operations.

:;:non >orlo Curti revised his book on the social ideas of American educators

in 1959 (it was originally published in 1935), ho stated that a similar

iJosse aogue, "Somo Critical ?roblems in junior Colleges,"
California Journal of Secondary Educqtir, XXII (:arch, 1947), 145.
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'oiographical study of the more contom?orary period should probably not be

attemptod since few loaders stand out;
1

porhaps tnon the shortago of

inspiring community-junior collo go loaders is not unusual for the tiros.

';'hon again, it may be that contomporary ccmmunity-junior coll!.1go apokos-

mon have in fact constructed rich idoological supports for the movement,

and that their precise nature eluses those w :o unconsciously sharp the

ss?e ideological outloo't. and thus cannot question it critically.

To continuo speculation about wny tho present genoration of community.

junior college national spokesmen lacks a forceful ideology, the methodology

rf this study should not be ovorlooked. The publishing criterion that

dotorminod tho spokesmen to r, studiod oporatod in favor of selecting

patriarchs in the movement who, for the most bart, have been publishing

thoir thoughts on the community-junior collogo over several decades. Yany

oxciting new writers on the community-junior collogo scono 14:-.o are trying

to infuse contemporary and powerful ideas into the ideological support for

the movement have not been considered, and this omission will be discussed

more fully in Chapter V. But to try to soparato now ideological compononts

which will be lasting from those which are fleeting is no easy matter. The

writings of the older statesmen of the rovomont are probably still the host

historical sources with which to determine ideological trends.

ior the most part, the social role conceived for the community-junior

college in the ideological view of the national spokosmon during the past

quarter contury has devolopod few now aspects. Tho now emphasis on more

comprehensive functions to convert the "junior collogo" into a "community

collogo" was not symptomatic of any new ideological impulse. Encyclopodic

listings of functions, growing in lon7th from year to year, had a spiritless

1
Curti, The Social Ideas of Educators, pp. xxv-xxvii.



quality to them.

1)3

No one function seemed to be more or le:;z important than

any other; few ideological campaigns wJro 1,aunche tO

discourage others. There continued to bo nuch discussien a'eeut tee many

transfer students and too few terminal students, and the imeertanv, of

more vocational curricula and more effective guidance was consistently

upheld. Eut the di;nssions wore different from those the past in one

important way: they were aimed at ways to improve society, not to perfect

it. .mile some missionary zeal lingered, the now generation of community-

junior college national spokesmen sounded more like managers of business

firms, willing to accept reasonable profits and determined to insure the

steady growth of their product, The entrepreneurs of the community- junior

college movement who were set upon building a new enterprise to fulfill a

dream belonged to the past.

Now Spokesmen for the Cornity-jimior
Collee Yoverrent

In this charer, as in the last, an introduction of the period's

selected national community-junior college spokesmen will precede a topical

analysis of major aspects of the developing community-junior college ideolo7y.

Five of the spokesmen received a brief introduction in Chapter IIIJohnson,

oynolds, Xedsker, Colvert, and Loguesince their entry into the com.munity-

junior college movement came near the end of the 1933's. In addition to

these five, two newcomers will be discusedSdmund J. 31eazer, jr. and

S. V, Xartoranaand some continuing VOICOS from the east will be consie;ered

also.

3, Lamar Johnson, it will be remembered, launched his career at

Stephens College in the 19301s, taking up many of the concerns for erc7ressive,

life-adjustment curricula that had characterized the lifetime efforts of
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e.e:hene' ?resident Janes Woed. te Jr hn h4s o n e lised

hie own repetation as a staunch and articulate defender of general educa-

tion for everyone. Mere was a feeling anon many conty-junior college

lea :ors that general education, at lea.;t in tneir inetitutions, shou1d be

a curriculun of citizenship training for terninel students only, Asked Oy

tne nnvv C;on:!.ittee on aarriculum and ;.dult "z.ducation to prepare a report for

ne-berehi on general education, ,;oh or. attacked this linited conception

o: general education and enphasized that every student needed general train-

ing:

rd ess of whether he is ,:eing to be a Lr.Iwy(,,r or a filling-
etation operator, a librariah or a secretary, ne wfal be a
citiLen. . . . There ie aneng educetere ,:eneral agreenent
aeon t the objectives o: ;,enerel education, abeut the 'cype of
citizen wa want trained in our eeneols and colleges. 'Inure

is, however, a wide divergence of opinion about the best
::ears of achieving theee obectives.1

Johnson offered his suggestion on the best :-.ears of achieving general

education in the conz.unity-junior college in the sane article. He id,tified

five type& of general education--the cireat Looke approach, a study of the

lieeral arte, surveys of fields of know f:'' , individualized study, and

fenctional subect matter based or. "life-needs of students and on the

de ands of the society in which they are going to live"--and then preceded

to argue by elinination that the later approach was the correct one in

cennenity-junior colleges. Me Grec,t Pdooks approach and a study of a

literal arts curriculum, .iehnson state, ::ere quite suitable for a highly

eelected, intelligent study body, but not the masses found in the junior

celleges. Individualized study Johnson considered desirable for all, but

It Was clearly too expensive a proposition fnr the large numbers of junior

-B. Lanar Johnson, "Patterns of General iducation," jenior Colleze
ernal, DTI (October, 19 46), 45,
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college students to be individually tutored. johns-on ap:,rovod of the survey

courso idea in broad fields of knowlodge, but he thou::n., that its overall

impact would be a limited one. no concluded:

It is cloar to tho writor . . . that tho collogo
curriculum should movo in tho direction of the functional
subjoct natter approach, with subject matter selected on the
:pasis-of life-needs of the Amorican citizen, instruction offored
and counseling provided on the basis of individual student needs
and fnterosts.1

The question of dotormining an American citizen's "life-needs" is

sc :othing that will be considorod more carefully later, but here it is

appropriate to discuss Johnson's effort to rake such a determination. 'A

grant from the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancomont of teaching allowed

Johnson to conduct a fourteen month study during 1950.1951 to determine the

content of an appropriate general education curriculum for junior colleges

and to help junior colleges overcome whatovor problems might exist in

establishing such a curriculum, The study was to be in California, a stato

in which the Carnegie Foundation had already invested considerable funds

advancing the junior college movement. Johnson moved to the campus of the

'jniVerSity of California at Los Angeles to conduct the study, and he has

romainod there as a professor of higher education evor since. Out of the

study cane a book, General Education it Action, explaining the methods and

outcomes of the study,2

jonnson brought together junior college pem:ottol in California in

workshops and conferences in an effort to roach conoonsus on general oduca-

e:orkshops were held during the sumors of 1950 and 1951, and conferences

during the year found Johnson on 41 various campusos working with 4,300

p. 50.

22. Lamar Johnson, General Education in Action {Washington, D.C.:
korican Council on education, 1952).
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participants in the study. The first summer workshop sot an important mark

by accepting Johnson's recommendation that general education should be

defined in "outcomes," rather than course content or learning processes.

Twelve goals of general education wore formally specified by the 1950

workshop, prefaced withltheir insistence that gonoral education complemented

rather than conflicted with vocational education and that general education,

to be truly functional would have to be adapted to the different "experiences,

needs, capacities, interests, and aspirations" which characterized the di-

verse junior college student population.
1

As more gonoral education con-

ferencesItook place during 1950-1951, Johnson found that the idea of a

general education curriculum based on behavioral outcomes, stated in terms

of life-adjustment and life-needs, and differing according to the differing

needs of various types of students, was in favor throughout the state. The

difference among California junior college educators over such matters as

"intellectual" vs. "the Whole person" emphasis, specific general education

courses or general education in all courses, and the ratio of required to

1
p. 3. The twelve goals of general education, which tho work-

shop members resolved must be measured behaviorally, wore to help each
student increase his competence in: (1) Exercising the privileges and
responsibilities of democratic citizenship; (2) Developing a set of sound
moral and spiritual values by which ho guides his life; (3) Expressing his
thoughts clearly in speaking and writing, and in reading and listening
with understanding; (4) Using the basic mathematical and mechanical skills
necessary in everyday life; (5) Using methods of critical thinking for the
solution of problems and for the discrimination among values; (6) Under-
standing his cultural heritage so that ho may gain a perspective of his
time and place in the world; (7) Understanding his interaction with his
biological and physical environment so that he may better adjust to and
improve that environment; (8) Maintaining good mental and physical health
for himself, his family, and his community; (9) Developing a balanced
personal and social adjustment; (10) Sharing in the development of a
satisfactory home and family life; (11) Achieving a satisfactory vocational
adjustment; and (12) Taking part in some form of satisfying creative
activity and in appreciating the creative activities of others.
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elective general education courses, did not soc,m as important to Johnson

as the comm mon agroeont on goals and on functional, behavioral moans. 1

The value of general education for tho individual and society was

consistently expressed by Johnson in functional terms too. It would

counteract the rising divorce rate, curb mental disorders, provide accopt.

able activitios to fill the leisure-time needs of Americans, underscore

common humanity, and be a step toward lasting world peace. The utility

of gonoral education was such, argued Johnson, that it should appeal to

tho practicality of those urging more vocational studies. More employees

lose theirijobs because of "undesirable character traits," Johnson stated,

than lack of technical skills, and ho quotod a study which set the ratio

at nine to one.
2

Thus, Johnson's dofinition of general education was not

greatly different from the emphasis placed on "terminal education" before
.

World War One. While ho did emphasize more tho development of self-

fulfilling, individual leisure-time activities and denied that junior

colleges should build a general oducation curriculum for one particular

intermediate class in society, his idea of the good worker and the good

citizen, and the proper means of training such a pemon, did not soem to

vary a groat deal from earlier aims of the community- junior college ido-

°logy. It will be noted sovoral times in the pages which follow that

several leaders in the community-junior college movement called for a

now dedication to gonoral education in the 1940's and 1950's, as opposed

to what thoy thought had been an earlier emphasis upon terminal and

vocational education. In most cases we will see that these loaders, like

Johnson, repeated more of the ideas of the terminal education advocates

than they challenged.

1_
ibid., pp. 36.52.

2
IbA. pp . 4 -5.



198

But if Johnson was traditional in his aims for general education,

this did not carry ove.. to tho methods ho rocommendod to achieve them.

Johnson never abandoned his commitment to podagogic oxporimontalism formod

during his days at Stephens College. In the 19601s ho spent most of his

professional efforts trying to break the traditional mold which was uni-

formly shaping community-junior college ourY.icula, -o gave nation-wide

attention to "islands of innovation" in the traditional sea of community.

junior eollogo offerings in an attempt to encourage moro. For the most

part, however, Johnson found that the groat potential for the community-

junior collego to do new things in now ways was being continually eroded

by tradition and inertia.1 But while Johnson offered now techniques and

innovative curricular idoas, oven encouraging community-junior colleges to

employ Vico-Presidents in Chargo of Heresy,2 ho did not offer a now vision

of an ideal society to stimulate ideologioal enthusiasm and unity. Ho

settled mostly for tired cliches from the past.

James ;,11. Reynolds has been a professor in junior college education

at the University of Toxas since the late 19401s, several years aftor his

senior colleague C. C. Colvert joined the staff there. From 1949 to 1963

ho served as the editor of the Junior Collepp Journal. Earlier in his

caroor, from 1937 to 1945, he had boon Dean of Ft. Smith Junior College

in Arkansas, a position he loft for academe after receiving his Ea.:). from

the University.of Chicago in 1945. After a few years of teaching at the

1Soo the following by B. Lamar Johnson: Islands of Innovation,
Occasional Report No. 6 (Los Angeles: Junior Collogo Loadorship Program,
School of Education, University of California, 1964); ""coded: Expri-
nenal Junior Colleges," Junior Colloro Journal, XXXVI (October, 1965), 17-20;
"Encouraging Innovation in Teaching," Junior Collerm: Journal, XXXIX (March,
1969), 18-22; Islands of Innovation F;..-1r,dinr!: Chanes in the Co"imunity
Collect° (Boverly Hills, Calif.: Gioncoo Pcoss, 1969).

2Johnson, "Needed: Experimental Junior Colleges," p. 20.



199

University of Georgia and George Peabody College for Teachers, Reynolds

was attracted to the University of Texas. From his professorial position

at Texas, Reynolds, like Johnson, supported the expanding growth and in-

creasing functions of community-junior colleges with a particular interest

in general education.

The actual and assumed extent to which World War Two stimulated in-

creased vocational-technical programs in community-junior colleges will be

considered as a separate topic later; suffice it to say for now that com-

munity-junior college national spokesmen often reported such stimulation

was strong and effective. Reynolds joined with Johnson in a concerted

effort to protect and promote general education dealing with social atti-

tudes and values. They were concerned that specialized training was moving

ahead at the expense of general education. Reynolds' doctoral work, sup-

ported by a grant from the General Education Board, consisted of examining

student transcripts and college catalogues, as well as conducting numerous

interviews, at over 40 junior colleges in an effort to determine precisely

how much emphasis was actually being placed on general education. Since.

Reynolds accepted the idea that general education could be taught in por-

tions of courses not specifically labeled as general education courses

(as long as part of the instruction aimed at forming a desirable philosophy

of life and proper social behavior), his task was necessarily complicated.

Ho looked for instruction designed to improve a parson's health, communica-

tion abilities, personal-social adjustment, family-marital adjustment,

citizenship, understanding of the environment, appreciation of literature,

adequate personal phil, ephy, and adequacy in vocational choice. Despite

this broad-ranged approach, Reynolds determined, through laborious pro-

cedures, that junior colleges, by and large, "wore falling far short in the
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matter of providing an adequate general education program." The percentage

of various curricula that was dovotod to general education, Reynolds found,

rangoS from slightly over ton percent in Arts and Sciences to under five

percent in Technology.
1

Reynolds blamod a number of factors for the fact that general educe-

tion, strong in the rhetoric of tho junior college movement, was weak in

actual practice. Ho recognized the restrictive controls impossod by

univorsitios upon junior college curricula, controls that could not be

ignored if students were to transfer on without loss of credit. Ka also

realized that many junior college administrators thought of general educa-

tion as a terminal curriculum for only somo students, and thus they neg-

lected to see to its inclusion in preparatory and vocational curricula.

'13'at the primary fault, according to Reynolds, was in the training of junior

college personnel, training that attondod to their own specialities rathor

than ensuring a well-rounded background.
2

Reynolds thus directed much of

this effort toward general teacher training as a method of achieving bettor

instruction in general education in tho junior college.

Reynolds, unlike most of the other community-junior colloge national

spokesmen of the era, maintained a consistent view of community-junior col-

loge functions during the 1950's and 1960's. He stuck with four major cate-

gories, consistently arranging them in the same order: general education;

preparatory education; vocational education; and community-sorvico.3

1
James W. Reynolds, "General education in 13ublic Junior Collogos,"

junior Colloe Journal, XVI (March, 1946), 308-319.

2
james W. Reynolds, "General 'Education and the Junior eollege," Junior

(011e7e journal, XX (January, 1950), 239.

3
This feature appears in many of Reynolds' writings.

statoment is in James W. Reynolds, The Junior Colloqe (New
Applied Research, Inc., 1965), pp. 26:44.

(;he cliXrost
Y6rk-&-/tentor for
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:3cmotimes guidanco appeared as a fifth function, but Reynolds pointed out

that guidance was more of a supporting, sorvico to tho four main functions.

If Roynolds' ordering of the functions was indicative of the importance

ha attache4 to them, ho never admitted it overtly. But ho was loss will-

ing than most other national spokesmon to see the term "community college"

win wido-spread acceptance at the cost of blurring a clear dolineation of

functions. 'e:nilo others in tho movement were adjusting their rhetoric to

the now sound of "community college" and attompting to construct ovor more

inclusive listings of community colloge functions, Reynolds consciously

kept his writings :yoared to tne "junior college."
1

Reynolds was not

playing the role of a reactionary; ho had no objection to tho title of

"community college" if in fact tho institutions referred to as such roally

met the extensive criteria that he maintained worn necessary to justify

the name. These criteria wore a sensitivity to needed curricula in the

community, cultural activities beyond the classroom, faculty ai'd student

competencios being applied to community probloms, community participation

in curriculum making, the use of the community as an instructional labora-

tory, offoctivo public relations, and a system of evaluating the college's

success in serving all elements in the community.
2

Collogos that moot those

criteria could appropriately be called 'community colleges" from Reynolds'

point of view. But Reynolds did not want the idea to develop that all

junior colleges should be community colleges. On the contrary, ho boliovod

that the trend toward expanded purposes and flexible programs was causing

1Cno place that this is apparent is in the titles that Reynolds ha5
selected for his major works on the community-junior collogo; The Junior
Colloo in 1965 and his most recent book, The Connrohonsive Junior Collc70
Curriculu7r. Uorkeley, Calif.: XcCutchan rublishing Corporation, 1969).

2
James 'efr. Reynolds, we:nat is a Community College," Junior Colle,e

Journal, XXI (Decombor, 1950), 202.
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a groat dual of difficulty and confusion and that'a more limitod, clearer

role for the junior collogo was noodcA,1 ',:any four-year colleges and

municipal univorsitios, observed Reynolds, had just as much right to be

considorod community collogos as did two-year institutions. Logic, not

reaction, claimed Reynolds in 1969, leads to-this conclusion: "Not all

junior colleges are community colleges; not all community colleges are

junior colleges. "2 Reynolds' logic notwithstanding, however, the torn

",),;imunity collogo" was bocoming a synonyA, one which genorally carried

a more positive connotation, for "junior college" in the rhetoric of the

community-junior college national spokosmen.

Reynolds' dissontion on the name of what wo have boon calling com-

munity-junior colleges was more than a semantic argument. Reynolds was

challonging the clarity of thinking in the movement as a whole. He

charged that the same typo of confusion, surrounded "terminal education."

This m which became popular in the 1920's and 1930's continuod to be

used with groat frequency by community-junior collog3 spokesmen into the

oar'.y 1960's, at which time it fell. out of favor. Reynolds objoctod to

the term because it was not clear whether it applied to students or curricula

and also because it wrongly impliod that a point exists in life at which

education should terminate. His solution was to label curricula general,

preparatory, or vocational and to label students torminal, transfer, or

adult. jib did not argue to change the moaning of terminal education but

to clarify its moaning with more prociso torminology. 3
Reynolds did not

1
James W. Reynolds, "What is a Junior Colloge?," Junior Coller;o

Journal, XXX (April, 1960), pp. 427-423.

2
Reynolds, Ti-to Conro:,,onsivo J Collon ClJrriculum, p. vi,

3Jamos W. Reynolds, "Terminal :ducation, ' Junior College Journal, XX
(December, 1949), 177-178.
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contain his charge of sloppy thinking to oily two ter7;s. Eo broadened his

attack ey stating that the general rhetoric of the junior college novement

was suffering from folklore. Reynolds argued that folklore, which he du.

fined as 'traditional beliefs or sayinp, especially those of a legondary

nature, preserved unrefloctingly," was acquired by institutions as they

attained age. In half a century.the junior college, he thought., had

acquired quite a few such as beliefs in superior instruction, lower costs,

snaller class sizes, greater attention to community needs, and greater

adership opportunities for youth. Reynolds did not deny tho truth of

these beliefs, but he called for more evidence and less faith in the sup.

p)rt of them.
1

Reynolds) writings were not always as clear as he hoped others would

:n a 1962 editorial in the iartiorCol, Reynolds seemed to

depart from his customary set of junior college functions by stating that

junior colleges needed to redefine their functions in terms of what was

going on in the hearts and minds of students, not in terms of institutional

functions. He then proceeded to outline what this set of functions based

on student perspectives might be: preparatory education; vocational educa.

tion; general education; instruction; guidance; and the increased availa.

oility of educational opportunities.
2

No clue is given as to how those

functions were derived fron students, and Reynolds) later writings reverted

to his customary view of four functions.

:nen:, were times when Reynolds did sound quite reactionary, or counter.

revolutionary if one prefers that tern. In 1959 he charged in another

1
1sc:es ii,oynolds, "Tho Folklore of Junior Colleges," Junior Collr);;rt

XXYIII (September, 1959), 1-2.

2
Janes W. Reynolds, "Images or Services of Junior Colleges?," Junior

'.1"A jr,;rnal, XXXII (.Soptomber, 1962), 1-2.
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Jlnior Cclle7o Journal editorial that colleges which adjusted their cur-

riclums fully to the interests of the students and did not screen the stu-

dents wore not doing their part to "conserve human resources." Ho stated:

Tho writer has no patience with a trend that long existed
in the area of higher education and among certain institu-
tions to "adjust" the curriculum continually to the medi-
ocrity of a given student body. fools that rescuing
higher education from the morass of guaranteeing every
applicant a college degree oven through the graduate level
must stop if this segment of the educational system is to
accomplish what it should.1

By 1969, however, Reynolds again seemed to be promoting a strongly student-

centered general education program. Lamonting the fact that post-World

War Two forces were destroying general education, forces such as the post

Sputnik scientific craze, vocational education subsidies from Congress, and

the needs of industry, Reynolds looked hopefully to the emerging demands of

students for relevant courses to preserve general education.
2

Leland L. Medsker, who worked at both Wilson Junior College (Chairman

of the Business Division) and Wright Junior College (Doan) as well as the

Bureau of Occupational Research and Guidance for the public schools when ho

was in Chicago during the 19301s and 1940's, was introduced in Chapter III

as a community-junior college spokesman advocating closer links with industry.

After Wbrld .var Two, Medsker, perhaps more than any other figure in the move.

mont, became the spokesman for the full range of comprehensive community.

junior college functions, a wide-ranging defense that well affords him the

oft-mentioned title of "Mr. Junior College." Xodsker received a M.B.A. degree

from Northwestern University in 1935, and after World War Two he entered

graduate study at the University of Chicago. 'etnen Xodskor accepted the

1
James W. Reynolds, "Conservation of Human Resources," Junior Colloqo

Journal XXX (September, 1959), 1-2.

2Roynolds, The Comprehensive Junior Collo e Curriculum, pp, 193-194,
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position as director of gas t Contra Cost junior College in California in

1950, however, ho transferred his grad .to study to Stanford University,

whore ho received an Ed.:). degree in 1954. Medsker stayed as director at

.Nast Contra Costa Junior College, also teaching part-time at Stanford,

until 1956 when ho took a position at the University of California at

rkeloy. In 1960, 'Modsker was appointed professor of higher education at

iSorkelay and also Vico-Chairman of the Center for Research and Development

of Higher Education; he has been Director of the Center since 1967,1

Modskeris expansive conception of the nature, real, and ideal, of the

junior college was nurtured during the early 19401s when ho succeeded Eells

as the director of the continuing terminal education study. In that capac-

ity, he attended workshops in California, Tennessee, Illinois, and Massachu-

setts, and he visited numerous campuses. With the outbreak of war, the con-

ferences and visits took on a concern not anticipated when the study was

first funded by the General Education hoard in 1940, a concern that broadened

Xodskor's outlook beyond vocational education. Defense training and terminal

education seemed to merge into a single concern for technical competence

against the backdrop of war, but even more importantly general education, de::

signed to insure democratic ascendancy over competing ideologies, gained a

special significance. Xedsker observed that winning the war involved "not only

:low to fight a war but why it should t-.0 fought."2 With Xodskor, as with most

other community-junior college national spokesmen, world War Two impressed

1
Personal information on Xedsker obtained from Who's ).1.10 in Aneri ca,

Vol. XXXV1, 19?0-1971, p. 1541.

2
See the following two articles by ''.odsker: "Reports on Study of

Terminal ducation," Junior Cella to Jourria, XII (Xarch, 1942), 359 -400;
and "fho Wartime Role of Our Junior Colleges," Scool Exr:ctive, LXII
(January, 1943), 19.
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upon him the importance of a wide ran:;o of educational activities aimed

at good citizenship rather than focusing his attention on the narrow field

of technical training.

After the war, Medsker was outspoken in the defense of adult,oduca..

tion, community service, and now curricula to moot all concoivablo °on

munity needs. Ho was ono of the earliest community-junior college national

spokesmen to support tho idea of a multi-purposed "community college,"

although he was slower to adopt the name than the functions.
1

While a

strong promoter of the community-junior college movemeLt, Medsker was

aware of shortcomings in the movement's ideology. In 1960 he appeared

before the mombers of the Association for "iigher education and catalogued

the many functions of the rapidly developing junior college. He admitted,

however, that agreement on functions without somehow determining their

relative importance was not enough to keep the junior college a vital

institution, Ho stated:

It is exceedingly important that those responsible for
junior colleges give serious thought to their central role.
Identification of the many functions is important too, but
the functions take on meaning only when they are related to
the central purpose of the entity.2

In the late 1950's, Medsker undertook a study of the nation's junior

colleges with a grant from the Carnegie Corporation of Now York, It was

the most ambitious study of the nation's community-junior colleges since

the terminal education study of the early 1940's, and it resulted in the

1
Soo Leland L. Xodskcr, "The Role of the Junior College in Community

i;ducational Service," Procoodinp.s of th,, Institute for Administrative Officers
afLHianstits, XX (1948), alt.

2
Leland L. \odskor, ".eat is the Most Constructive Role for the Junior

Colleges?," Current Issues in HiMor Yducation: Proeoriins of the i,iftoonth
Annual National Conference on Higher Mueation Chicago, 196-07P. 196.



most authoritative work on the junior college available in the l7)-5

:.:edsker reported that the junior co17)e was "the most effective dceecra-

tiLing agent in higher education," not only because it .rage higher educa-

tion available to larger numbers of students at low cost, but also because

it offered the diversity of programs to be an effective "distributing

agency." And the junior college could distribute students 670A more

effectively, Medsker maintained, if the students' "disdain for occuilational

training," which was "simply a cultural factor teat causes students to

covet the reputation of being a preparatory student," could be evercome.
2

Wnile Xedsker's study focused a great deal of attention on tne transfer

student, proving that he was nearly as good academically as his coenterpert

in four-year colleges and universities, he also voiced the long-standing

concern about the large number of self proclaimed transfer students who

never transferred and whose presence at the junior collage he determined

to be a social waste. Like previous junior college leaders who addressed

themselves to-this problem, Heidsker assumed that the terminal nAture of

those students required a suitable curriculum to fit them most effectively

into American society. He dismissed the suggestion that more Ghouls;

actually transfer on to higher levels of education and maintained that

"the junior college may well perform a naximum service if only a third of

its students transfer."3 Medsker also called attention to the high attrition

rates of junior colleges, amounting to nearly half of those students who

begin study in them. Noting that this drop-out rate generally coincided

with the drop-out rates for four-year collages and universities, Modsker

1
Leland L. Xedsker, The Junior Collre: Proqr,-ss and Prosneet (:;ew

York: McGraw-hill rook Co., 1960).

2
I id., p. 113. 3Ibid., p. 112.
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nbt fin it alarming, but he puzzled over whether the drop-out rate,

;pled with the fate of the nor - transferring "transfer student," meant

t.- the junior college was forcing students to be realistic or whether

it was failing to encourage able students to continue. To insure the

former rather than the Latter, Xedskor advocated a strong student personnel

1
program. Xedsker cited James Conant's 2ortinent observation that:

It would bn easier if American philosophy condoned the
arbitrary channeling of students into educational programs
acoo...ding to 307.0 a priori basis instead of according to
the student's free '411.2

in the absence of such a system, Xedsker joined a long tradition of com-

munity-junior college spokesmen 1.n° looked to the guidance system, referred

to by Xedsker, with the addition of several other service functions, as

the junior college student personnel program.

Xedsker also made strong cases for junior college functions in his

1960 study beyond the standard ones of terminal and transfer education and

guidance. He supported adult education, community service, and general

education. He expanded the list of commonly held functions by identifying

another one. the remedial or salvage function which gave to unsuccessful

high school students a second chLrice to prove their academic worth.3 ;'.hen

Medsker turned to the matter of junior college shortcomings, ho made two

interesting observations. First of all, Modsker charged that junior col -

logos, despite all of the good they wore doing, were failing to meet their

on claims. He found no emphasis on terminal education in junior college

programs to match the emphasis on terminal education in the rhetoric of

the movement. Student personnel services, ho further charged, were failing

to channel students "into avenues consistent with their characteristics and

1
Ibid p. 97. 2Ibid., p. 142. 37bid., P. 22.
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their likelihood of success." And general education programs Modskor

found to be generally weak, a shortcoming ho noted which seemed to bo of

little concern to junior college faculties and administrations.
1

The

second major shortcoming in the junior college movemont that Modsker noted

was its "slownoss in achieving an identity." Ho was disturbed that doubts

continued about Whether the junior college belonged in secondary or highor

education, and whether the state or the community was obligated to support

it, called for consensus on the issue of whether a junior collego

education was a "birthright" of every Amorican child or a privilege which

could and should be restricted. Ho found dissontion on these questions

existing among junior college spokosmon in various states and oven within

the same collogo.
2

But his charge of the junior college lack of idontity

and its internal disunity was not accompanied with any unifying, idealistic

Conception to overcome the problomS. "Mr. Junior College" was apparently

not the man to offer a unifying and inspirational ideology to the troubled

movement.

Xodskor was conscious of the stagnation of ideas in the junior college

Movement.and, like Reynolds, thought that loss mytholocry and more realism

was needed. Pointing to the fact that little progress had boon made in

twont:! years in defining the essontial nature of the junior college, Xedsker

told AAJC conventioners in 1956 that it was time to think realistically,

not evangelically or defensively, about the junior collegO:

On the one hand we have frequently been over-zealous about
the junior college, oven to the point of becoming evangelistic
on its behalf. On the othor hand, wo have frequently felt loft
out as if we wore poor cousins of hir,hor education and have
reacted accordingly . . It may be that in many instances
we have done too much talking to ourselves, saying the things

libid pp. 23.26. 2ibid p. 27.
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about tho junior college we most liko to hoar and somotimes
. ephasizing what is theory rather than what i fact.1

Modskor and Reynolds' boliof that roalism was needed to bring unity and

a rododication within tho community- junior college movemont has to bo

challenged by one conscious of the role played by idoology in the movement's

past. From an historical perspective it seems far more likely that such a

unifying development would require a stronger idoology, something that

might be far from a realistic description.

C. C. Calvert preceded Reynolds at the University of Texas, arriving

there i- X944 as tho first full-time professor in junior college education

in the nation. Colvert was a protege of Doak 3. Campbell; in the 1920's

Campbell offered Colvert his first junior collogo teaching job at Central

College in Arkansas.and promoted him to his first administrative position.

Campbell encouraged Colvert to pursue the doctoral dogroe and then supervised

his work on the Ph.D. which Colvort received from George Peabody College for

Teachers in 1937. Upon Campboll's rocmmondation, Colvert was soloctod as

president of Ouachita Parish Junior College in Monroe, Louisiana, in 1931,

where he stayed until moving to Texas in 1944. Like Campbell, Colvort was

a Baptist Sunday school teacher and 41-Tossed the importance of inculcating

the moral values of Godliness, cleanliness, hard work, self- discipline, and

obedience in education.2

Before receiving his doctoral dogrel:), Colvert did not show the slightest

inclination to make the junior college in Monroe anything more than a pale

1
'Leland L. Xedskor, "Diversity- -A Fact and a Responsibility," Junior

Collec.:eJournal, XXVIII (May, 1958), 510,

2_
1Jorsonal and professional data on Colvort can be found in Who's Vino

in t.n-rica, Vol. XXXVI, 1970-1971, p. 447. A dissertation biography
particularly good on Colvort's exporioncos in Louisiana is Thomas M.
Hatfield, "A Junior College X. (unpublished Th.D. dissertation, 1966),
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imitation of the first two years of a four-year college libaral-arts cur-

riculum. Even if he had been inclined to expand the scope of the institu-

tion, the poverty of the community and the political power of hostile

Louisiana State University would probably have prevented his success.

Merely to ensure the survival of the junior college on a meager budget

required Colvert to be politically active and to accept a compromise in

1933 which placed the institution directly under the control of Louisiana

State University.
1

When Colvert returned from a year's leave with his

completed doctorate in 1937, however, ho was no longer content to accept

the status quo. His dissertation, discussed in Chapter II, exposed the

deficiencies of junior colleges in providing terminal education, and Colvert

must have been sensitive to the fact that his own institution was as deficient

as any other in this regard. With the skill he had gained in nearly a

decade of involvement in state politics and with his new commitment to develop

terminal, vocational curricula, Colvert managed to add new programs in home

economics and agriculture and double the collegels budget in a single year.

hen a fellow Baptist deacon attempted unsuccessfully to convince the local

Chamber of Commerce that such educational programs were not needed, Colvert

accused him of committing a sin. Colvert began also to publicize that

adults were more than welcome at the college and initiated some night

courses. Aware of the importance of guidance in placing students into

terminal programs, Colvert raised funds to sponsor a national guidance

conference in Monroe and arranged for Doak Campbell and Gilbert Wrenn to

1
Colvert's involvement in Louisiana state politics during the Huey

Long era is a fascinating story, complete with visits to Long when the
"Kingfish" received him dressed in pajamas as ho once did the German
ambassador. Colvert shrewdly played off the factions in the Louisiana
legislature to ensure the survival of his college. See Hatfield, "A
Junior College Man," pp. 39-75.
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appear on the program.
1

In short, Colvort was making every effort to trans-

form his "junior college" into a "community college."

World War Two offered Colvort an opportunity to marshal more arguments

for the importance of terminal vocational-technical training in tho junior

college. Three-quarters of the junior colloge student population roally

was not fit for pre-professional training, according to Colvert, and yot

they were in junior colleges attempting pre-professional curricula. They

wore capable of being trainod as aviation and automobile mechanics, welders,

machine operators, clerks, otc., thought Colvort, an( 'ong as the junior

colleges had the students ho argued they should train them for such war-

needed skills.2 Despite the progress Colvert was making in shaping 1,:cools

junior college into a community college, (its actual name was Northeast

Center of Louisiana State University after the political compromise of 1933,

but its operation was similar to a local, public community-junior college),

Colvert was ready to move to Texas in 1944. A new state political organiza-

tion in Louisiana that was jailing many of his political allies threatened

to undercut both Colvert and his college. Colvert was not involved in any

cases of graft and corruption which were rife in Louisiana politics, and

in fact he stood firmly against the use of patronage and sweetheart con-

tracts at his college. All the same, the amount of political power that

Colvert had to cultivate to ensure the success of his college was enough

to make him a target in Louisiana politics. His exit from that state was

timely. 3 40
libie., pp. 136-142.

2
C. C. Colvert, "Junior College Responsibility in Total Defense,"

Junior College Journal, XI (September, 1940), 3-4,

3Hatfield, "A Junior College Man," pp..167-173.
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At the University of Texas in the 1950's and the 1960's, Coivort

co:It:inuod to champion the furthor grotsth of junior collogos and all of

their oxpanding functions. He agreed with his colleague Reynolds that

junior collogos should not bo so quick to change their names to community

collogos, mainly because the image of the junior college) was taking proper

hold and should not be jeopardizod by a now name. He did not share Reynolds'

fooling that the expanding functions of the institutions was the root cause

of growing confusions and the loss of contra', purpose in the community.

junior college movement.
1

Perhaps this is bocause Colvort never lost in

his own mind the urgenoy of the 1930's for establishing more terminal

programs and guiding students into them; expansion around this central idea

was growth, not confusion. The importance of guidance, however, was crucial

in the proper direction of students into their proper place in the curriculum.

In a 1958 Junior College Journal editorial, Colvert summarized several of

his main ideas:

As junior colleges in their expanding role increase in
enrollment and develop more varied curriculums in larger dis-
tricts, well-planzod guidance programs will bo necessary. Not
only will students have to be guided into certain curriculums,
but also they will have to be guided away from certain curricu-
lums. The junior college is the people's collego.and, therefore,
must servo all the people. Such a purposo nocessitates a
guidance program. Administrators, boards, and faculties will
have to break away from the all too common practice of weak
and ineffective guidance programs.2

Jesse P. Bogue (1889-1960) hod the influontial position of AAJC

Executive Secretary from 1946 to 1958. Born and raised in northern Alabama,

Logue's roligious zeal came to the attontion of tho local Mothodist minister

1C. C. Colvert, ulpqhy Not the Name 'Junior Collog011," Junior Collor
Journ11, XXVI (September, 1955), 1-2; and C. C. Colvort, "Tho Expanding Role
of the Junior College," Junior Collorfe Jou.al, XXVIII (January, 1958),
245-246.

2
Colvert, "The Expanding Role of the Junior Collogo," p. 246.
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who assisted Boguels entry to DePauw University in Greencastle, Indiana.

He received an A.3. dogroo from DePauw University in 1914 and shortly

thereafter was ordained a Methodist minister. A successful pastor, Bogue

served in churches in the Indiana cities of Linden, Eringhurst, and

Indianapolis before roving to churches in Knoxville, Tennessee, in 1925

and in buffalo, New York, in 1929. In 1930, Bogue took the position of

Headmaster at the Methodist-supported Troy Conference Academy in Poultney,

Vermont. Bogue soon learned that the days of the Academy were numbered

since the lOcal townspeople had decided to build a public high school.

Bogue convinced the Academy board of trustees to begin a junior college,

which they did in 1931 by establishin,; Green Mountain Junior College and

making Bogue its president. The academy existed along side the junior

college until 1936 when decreasing attendance caused it to be abolished

altogether. Green Mountain Junior College did not suffer with the passing

of the academy; it had enjoyed healthy growth and was ready to absorb the

facilities left by the defunct academy. Bogue enjoyed his years at Green

Mountain and his success as a junior college president. Ho received a

doctor of divinity degree in 1936 from DoPauw University in recognition of

his religious work, and in 1957, after a decade of service to AAJC, ho

received the honorary title of Doctor of Pedagogy from Bradley University.
1

It was noted in Chapter II that Jesse P. Bogue had a curious yet

logical way of blending Christian teachings and life-adjustment pedagogy

in his educational philosophy. To Bogue, this was a natural match, just as

More information on ioguo's life and career can be found in Lloyd D.
:iaod, "Jesse Parker Bogue: Missionary for the Two-Year College" (unpub-
lished EdeD. dissertation, Michigan State University, 1965). Also see
C. C. Calvert, "Jesse Parker Bogue," J);n3.or Colloc Journal, XXX (March,
1960), 369-370.
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ho argued the "people's college" ho direetNid was a natural extension of

the religious academy it replaced, "Liotio had to mako this connection

early in his junior collogo career, for loyal alumni of the Troy Conference

Academy wero threatening to scuttle Bogue's plans for the junior college.

Bogue managed to allay alumni suspicions with statomonts such as the

following:

Your Alma Mator may have added a little to her name. She
may have changed her duties and functions somewhat, but she
has the same ideals and purposes; namely, to send into the
world well-trained young mon and worsen of sound Christian
Charactor.1

Wnon Bogue became Executive Secretary of AAJC in 19L'6, the aftermath

of '4orld War Two presented the community-junior rollego movemont with serious

problems and at the same time bright prospects. Bogue was alert to both

and skillfully directed the Association's efforts toward the maximum growth

of community-junior colleges. First there was the problem of few veterans

using their.G.I. Bill in two-year institutions; this was solved through

securing tho assistance of the Veteran's Administration and launching 1:1,

nation-wido publicity campaign. Secondly, proposals for universal military

training for all young men at age eighteen or nineteen threatonod to intorrupt

the flow of students from high school to tho junior college, and Bogue mado

many trips to capitol hill to testify that national dofenso would be bettor

served through combining military and character training in public junior

colleges. Not only was univorsal military service against American tradi-

tions, argued Bogue, it would be loss effoctive in achieving the civic unity

and technical competence necessary for national preparedness, By expanding

and by training mechanics, Logue insisted that junior colleges

could provide sound national defense and provont the type of militarism

1Cited in Reed, "Jesse Parker Boguo," p. 25.
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fre dovoloping that, he warned had dofeated or destroyed all nations that

had previously adopted the policy of universal military training. In

1947, Boguo told the Armed Services Comtittoe of the House of Representatives:

The free American pooplo cannot yet ho rogir4ontod in
their thinking, but may be brought to a workable) unity of
opinion by education and reason based on hard facts.1

Eoguo was also aware that the lesscins of World War Two offered support

for the junior college movement as well as problems. During the war ho

advised junior college leaders that the depletion of staff and students

and the high cost of undertaking technical training programs were temporary

strains, and, although this was forcing a few junior colleges to close

their doors, the war was offering to those who survived the chance to

build terminal programs which would be much desired at the conclusion of

the war. The sacrifice of junior colleges during the war, Boguo assured

AAjC members, "will ultimately result in good for the junior college as a

significant educational movement."
2

After the war, Bogue continued this

theme, reminded Congressmen and the public that they had been caught short

of trained personnel in the war, and that they should not neglect the junior

colleges had learned how to gear thomsolvos for practical results.

Dignified professors of physics, reported Eoguo, had to learn during the

war "sometimes painfully, to teach practical, down-to-earth courses in

electronics, navigation and shop engineering." With limited professional

and managerial positions available for post-war youth, Bogue advised, the

need for practical, technical training was even groater. 3

1
Jesse P. Bogue, "Universal Military Training," At JC Washington Now

letter, II, No. 10 (August 4, 1947), 5.

2
Jesse P. Boguo, "Education in a Changing World," Junior Collor,o

Journal, XIV (September, 1943), 3-4.

3Jesse P. Bogue, "The Arturo of the Junior College," School Executivo,
LXVI (July, 1947), 11-13.
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Boue continued his campaign to promote the junior college as an

of national defon:;e into the Cold War of the 19501s. X°

1;xin many occasions the shameful fact that two-thirds of tho

yo..ng non drafted for the army were rejected for physical, mental, and

-.oral reasons; few of the rejoets, Bogue added, were Junior college pro -

d also pointed to the fact that hussia was spending much more

;:bney proportionally in their budget for education than was tho United

taos. yost important of all, ho suggested that many American youth wore

rlltering in the ideological struggle with communism, developing a "what's

the use" attitude that required inmediato and effective attention, And tho

unit or oollego, of course, was precisely the institution that Rogue argued

could revitalize the physical, mental, and moral qualities of America's young.
1

:ague, like Medsker, was quick to embrace all of the new functions

beto,ing popular in the community-junior college movement after the war,

"i.e was t:;,e first in the post-war group of national-spokesmen to advance ,sv

boldly and consistently the name of "community college" to characterize

the new junior college seeking to provide adult education and community

services in addition to multi-tracked curricula and guidance, His 1950

book entitled The Co7.n.lnity Colle:!e registered his commitment to tho namo

while others in the movement hesitated. Although the title of "community

:bllege" had been suggested as early as 1947 by the President's Commission

on ni7.hor Bducation for comprehensive two-year colleges,
2

most cOmmunity-

,esse ?, au;7ue, "from the Secretary's Desk," Junior Collrre JournP.1,
ovrJ.roer, 1750), 152-155; and ,:osso 2. Bogue, "Junior Colleges and

:ssues," :-LAJC Washinzton Novslettor, Vol. VI, Io. 4 (December,

5.

2_ .

er.:sisnt's Connission on Higher FAucation, Hif,her duration for
:..e-or;racy; Vol, Establishin:, the Goals (6 vols. ; Washington,

Government Printing Office, 194T-17-67.
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junior collogo spokosmon did not employ the name comfortably for many

years thereafter, aogua himself sought to disassociato his gook from a

dofenso of its title, stating that ho was sooking to support only the

functions of such an institution and that the name itself was incidental.
1

.f.Ictions that Boguo supported were wi.do-ranging, a. one might expect

from a man influenced by a Christian missionary zoal and the need for lifo.

adjustment curricula:

F3y examination of life situations, of identifiable
probloms that need solution, on national, state and local
levels, we arrive at conclusions rogarding tho basic func-
tions of community colloges. They are guidance and counsel-
ing for all students and for the poop to of tho community;
genoral education for all studonts regardloss of vocational
objectives; technical and other vocational training, and
that on a continuing basis;, for students wo will not ad-
vance to upper division collo4iato studies; tho further
domocratization of higher education by surmounting barriers
of geography and family financial difficulties; the populari-
zation of higher oducation by breaking down family traditions
and creating greater personal interest and motivation; adult
education and university-parallol studios for those students
who should continue formal education.2

Certainly, listing such items as the "breaking down of family tradi-

tions" and "counseling people in the community" wont beyond the stated Alm:.

tions for the junior college in earlier decades. But beneath the restructur-

ing of functions into an over great nulmbor of objectivos, thoro remained a

strong continuity with the junior college aims of the past. Basically,

Logue wanted community colleges to

assist immeasurably in the solution or many probleMs of the
masses. Many kinds of education are essential. For the wel-
fare of vast numbors of students themselves, they should be
channeled as far as this can be done by counselin;i: and guid-
anon into educational programs other than those of academic
quality.3

1
aoguo, The Cor-nunity College, p. xx.

21bid., p. 76. 3Ibid.. p. 146.
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Xuch like his predecessors in the 1920's and 1950'5, Bone felt that com-

J,unity-junior colleges could be :Instr,..ent1 in developing a class of

workers and citizens, semiprofessionals, who would accept the leadership

of the "professionals" and help maintain over in society, Like 'rolls a

generation earlier, Bogue wrote of the need for educated "followship";

Democratic co- operation moans more than topflight
leadership. So to speak, it also means intelligent follow-
snip. It requires understandin:; and appreciation of the
human elements involved at all levels. Therefore, because
the community college finis its 7;reatest service in educating
and training persons for the semiprofessional fields of
employment, this hufIan product stands in a highly strategic
position with respect to industrial and labor relationships.
These situations demand far more than technical skill.'

The continuing emphasis that Bogue and Xedskor, and indeed all of tho

community-junior college national spokesmen, played on the education of the

terminal student did not mean that they were willing to abandon the tradi-

tional role of providing instruction, for the preparatory student. Medsker

was involved in several major studies Wnich demonstrate : that the grade

point averages of junior college transfers wore practically as high as

native four-year college and university students. Bogue advanced the

argument that the prestige of offering this collegiate trmruction was

important in drawing status-conscious students, or at least the children

of status-conscious parents, into the institution's programs.2 Bogue

opposed the suggestion of James 3, Conant in 1948 that the educational

road should fork at the end of high school separating vocational and

lIbid., P. 60.

2
Jesse P. Bogue, "From the Executive Secretary's Desk," Junior Collnp.e

Journal, XVIII (January, 1940, 256.
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college students.
I

Argued Bogue: "Students rebel against the thought

that they are entering blind alloys. "2

Edmund J. Geazer. Jr., succeeded Bogue as Executive Director of

AAJC in 1958 and still holds that position. Before his association with

IAJC, Gleazer had boon the president for eleven years of Gracoland College

in Lamont, Iowa, a private junior college supported by tho Reorganized

Church of JesIs Christ of the Latter-day Saints. In 1936, Gleazor had

received an A.A. degree from Gracoland, and then .ont on to U.C.L.A. for

the B.A. in 1938. As a minister in the Reorganized Church of Jesus Christ

of the Latter-day Saints, Gleazer worked in i'ailadelphia from 1938 to 1943,

during which time ho also completed work on an X.Ed. degree from Temple

University. Moving to Iowa, Gleazer presided over the Eastern Iowa

District of his church for three years before accepting the presidency of

Graceland College in 1946. Irhile president of Gracoland College, Gleazer

was able to earn an Ed. D. degree .:7rom Harvard University in 1953.3

Gleazer joined the AAJC staff in 1957 in an area that was vital to

those concerned about the lack of public understanding of community-junior

colleges -- public relations. Gleazer directed a one-year Public Information

Project which prepared pamphlets and news releases on the community-junior

college movement and, more importantly, sought to make contacts with

national industries, foundations, and news media in order to assist the

moVement.
4

Gleazer could be considered an image-maker, and the image he

1
James Bryant Conant, Education in a Divided World (Cambridge, Mass.:

Harvard University Press, 1948), p. 200.

2
Bogue, ItaalmaalIzS5232.=. P. 33.

3The information in this paragraph is from Who's ;)ho in America, Vol,
XXXVI, 1970-1971, p. 837.

4
Edmund J. Gleazer, Jr., "Coats Off by the Two Year Colleges," Junior

College Journal, XVII (May, 1957), 515 -520.
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sou ht was one of greater prostigo for the community-junior collego move-

ont.
1

Gloazor promoted comunity-junior colleges as "democracy's colleges"

picking up in the twentieth century with tho democratization of highor

education whore the land-grant colleges of the nineteenth century loft off.

ho called upon junior collogos to bocome "openly, hono.stly, and gladly

community colleges," democratically catoring to the needs of all so .routs

of Choir comnunitios.
2

As the official image-maker for community-junior colleges, Gleazer

was oven moro aware than the other national spokesmen of the "identity

crisis" of the institutions he ropresented. His concorn in this regard

has boon montionod earlier in this chaptor. As tho ?colic Information

?rojece was drawing to a close, Gloazor wrote an editorial for the Jr1;nlo

Col1,70 Journal entitled "It's Time to Ask Some ':;:uostions," in which he

st^.ted:

. . . in the growing acceptanco of the junior college there
are elements of grave danger to the movemont and to the needs
of society it would serve unless there is also growing undor-
standinz of the values and limitations of the two-year insti-
tution.)

Gloazor wont on to say that the continuing large numbors of students in

university - parallel programs were "straws in the wind" portending future

public disilusionment.
4

Junior colleges were certainly getting bigger,

Gloazor pointod out, but ho questioned whether thoy were getting any better.

lEdmund J. Gleazor, Jr., "From the Zmoutive Directors Desk," :r;5 or

Collr:=7) Journal, XXIX (December, 1958), 229-231.

2
Edmund J, Gleazer, Jr., "From the Executivo Secretary's Desk,"

junior Colloo Journal, XXXI (December 1950), 228-229.

3Edmund J. Gloazor, jr., "It's Ti:7.o to Ask Soma Queotions," jurfnr
Collo7o Journal, XXVIII (Novombor, 1957), 123.

4
Ibid.
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::emonstrating the same concern for clarifying objectives that Reynolds and

edsker wrote about, Ueazer told AAJC members, upon the occasion of turn-

in over his presidential gavel and accepting the 1,-,xecutive Secretary's

position, that they should seek a realistic identity separate from that of

nigh schools and senior colleges:

The junior college is not the penthouse for the high school
nor the first two floors of the senior institution. It is an
identifiable educational experience with distinct qualities
and characteristics.1

Gleazer's own attempt to identify the unique "qualities and charac-

teristics" of the junior college led him down the same path taken by most

other community-junior college national spokesmen: the path to the "com-

munity college." Acdopting few limitations, and thus contradicting por,o

of his own advice, Gleazer defended with unequaled enthusiasm the expand-

ing list of community-junior college functions, including more vocational

curricula, more community service programs, more effective guidance, moro

remedial programs, more recruiting of students, and so on. His book on the

community-junior college movement, This Is the Community College, was a

forthright statement that the multi-purpose community college was the flower

of the community-junior college movoment.2 For the Executive Secretary of

an organization that included numerous private two -year colleges and special-

pureoso institutions, Gloazer's open admiration of the community college was

beyond the duty of his position.3 But Gleazerls commitment to the "community

1
Edmund J. Gleazer,'Jr., "The Junior College--"Bigger! Better?,"

Junior College Journal, XXVIII (May, 1950, 486.

2
Gleazer, This Is the Communit, Col1eCo, p. 5.

lit should be noted,
Gleazer generally referred
colleges." He also stated
colleges wore an important

however, that even in This IF, t'ne CorIm,;nitv

to "two-year colleges" rather than "community
quite clearly his belief that private junior
part of A:;Ierican education.



223

collee" was less of a cor,-rdtment to ,ciy institution than it was to an

c,no no hoped would provide a now understanding, both within and

wIthout the corv.unity..jv.nior r.ovc.ont. ko P;ost of the other

com.T.unity-junior collage national spokesmon, Gleazor ondod his search for

a clearer identity with a now name--the co.r:munity collogo--and a long

1:ot of oclually vital functions. In the past few years, Gloazor has argued

that the "identity crisis" of the community-junior college has passed and

that tho movomono tacos now problems. His ideas in this rogard will bo

eiscussod later in Chapter 7,

S. V. Martorana has boon much more active as an administrator in the

cor,J collogo movomont than as an "idea man." His substantial

number of publications arise mainly from reports on legislation and

patterns of community-junior college governance, most of which make no

attempt to define what the role of the community-junior college should

be. Xartorana received both his M.A. and Ph.D. degrees from the University

of Chicago, in 1946 and 1948 rospoctivoly. From 1949 to 1953 ho was a

professor of education and junior college consultant at the State Colloge

of shington. Re then moved to the Ferris Institute at Big Rapids,

Michigan, where he was Dean of tho Gonoral College and Pro-Professional

Division from 1953 to 1955. In 1955 Martorana joined the staff of the

J.S. .Office of Education where he worked two years as the junior college

specialist and six years more heading the office dealing with state and

regional highor educational organizations. In 1963 Martorana wont to the

stet° of Now York to head thoir highor education planning offico whore ho

worked for two years before taking his present position, that of Executive

D,-Jan for Two-Year Collogos for the State Univorsity of i\ow York.
1

1
The data in this pararaph on Martorana are from-Who's i;,ho in ATorican

Zilltton, Vol. I of 1967 1968 Edition: C,r.:nrtral i'r3ucation, Vol. XXIII, p. 551.
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Xartorana did express some idoas on the proper direction of the corn

munity-junior'collego movomont during his brief professorial career in the

late 1940ls. In the fashion of Xoos, under Whom ho had etudiod at t.e.)

University of Chicago, Martorana reported a study that he had made of

course offerings listed in 410 junior college catalogues. Focusing on

the extent of functional "family-life adjustrtont" courses available,

Xartorana found that only 24 percent of the colleges offered such coUrses,

many of which he judged to be weak in content.1 from this interest in

life-adjustment courses, Martorana next published an articlo in dofonso of

corrmunity college concept.
2

The two interests worn actually olosoly

related. The report of the President's Commission on Highor Education in

1941, which recommended the use of "community college" as a now namo for

junior, public, comprehensive colleges, and from which Xartorana liberally

quoted, inserted a large dose of lifo-c,.djustment education into their

promotion of community colleges.3 Martorana also recognized the need to

publicize the new community college image; he stated that it "must be intro-

duced, nurtured, And fully developed in the minds of laymen as well as local

school personnel."
4

Earlier than most other community-junior college

spokesmen, Xartorana sat "public relations" as the solution for the move..

mont's "identity crisis."

'ealen Martorana served in the U,6. Offico of Education ho began to

write about community-junior colleges from a perspective much like one

13. V. Xartorana, "Functional Family-Lifo Education in Junior Colleges,"
Junior Collerre Journal, XIX (October, 1948), 79-88.

2
S, V. Xartorana, "Integrating the College and Community," Junior

Col Info journAl. XIX (February, 1949), 309-310.

3
Ibid., p. 309; President's Commission on Higher Education, Hilr)r

Ai-cation for American Democracy,

4
Martorana, "Integrating College and Community," p. 310.
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oarlior expressed by U.S. Commissionor of Education George F. Zook. This

perspoctive was a wide ono, oncompassin:; all of higher education, and view.

ing.the community-junior collogo largoly as a scrooning institution for

already crowded four-year colleges and universities. In 1956 Xartorana

wrote:

. . . the community or junior collogo serves as a screening
institution for students on their way to advanced collegiate
studios. It presents a serious challenge to the guidanco
and selection functions of junior colleges, on& which all of
us who are active in junior- collogo educational efforts recog-
nizo and accept. If the job is well done, it will do much
to assist the universities in mooting the challene of in-
creasing enrollmonts4 without sacrifice in the quality of the
programs they offer.1

Johnson, Reynolds, Xedsker, Colvort, Bogue, Gloazor, and Xartorana

represent a type of community-junior college spokesmen quite different from

that of the previous generation. The younger spokesmen were more accept-

ing of a variety of. community-junior college purposes--some would say too

accepting. The single-minded effort to promote terminal education which

was characteristic 'of the 1920's and 1930's did not disappoar in tho writ-

ings of the recent spokesmen by any means, but it was diluted somewhat in

a sea of other program proposals. Perhaps this is why the contemporary

community- junior coliege spokesmen, whilo offering dozens of reasons for

the movement's boing, were troubled by being unable to explain the reason

for the movement's being.

Continuincr Voices fr. -),m the Past

Several of the community-junior college national spokesmen considered

at length in the last chapter continued to bo active propononts of the

movement after World War Two. Since their careors woro traced earlier and

...a=0.11111.M11

16. V. Martorana, "Peorganization in Higher Education," Journal of
:-ILL)r";".LIucation, XXVII (Decombor, 1956), 472.
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since many of their prime ideas had been fully developed Burin; the 1920's

and 1930's, their continuing involvement in the community-junior college

movement will be briefly covered horo.

In 1946, at ago sixty -five, Leonard V. Koos retired from tho University

of Chicago. At the same time ho began a three-year editorship of the Junior

College Journal. He has continued to the present day, in his 90th year, to

write and teach about tho community-junior college. Although Koos has

kept abreast of modern developments in the community-junior college move-

ment, ho has not felt it necessary to alter many of his ideas from the

1920's and 1930's. In his most recent work, Koos has stated that most of

the functions being mentioned in such detail by present writers have ac-

tually been long established in the movement. Stated Koos:

. . . Currant formulations seldom depart from inclusion of
general education, terminal occupational education, prepara-
tion for further education or the "transfer" function,
adult education, and community service. To assure realiza-
tion of these purposes, the formulations also include refer-
ence to guidance and remodiation.

The purposes are noteworthy . . . because writers on
the institution have been in practically full agreement on
them since the early years of the movement.1

While KooL did not object to the proliferation of community-junior

college functions, seeing them as re-categorizations rather than alterations,

he did not fall error to the conception that all stated purposes were equally

important. He continued to plug his old favorites, particularly linking

the community-junior college with tho high school. If this was not to be

done by the 6.4-4 plan, as Koos finally accepted it would not be, then at

least the importance of some strong relationship, thought Koos, should be.

accepted. To the charge that community-junior colleges wore only "glorified

11(0081 III291sizaaltx22112IILlitAaat, P. 494.



227

high schools," Koos retorted that as "poo;lo's colleges" they did in fact

have many good and glorious things in common with high schools. To the

problom of articulation with senior colleges, Koos added that the problem

was probably More serious in relation to high schools. In discussions of

the college student, Koos was always anxious to point out the problems

of later adolescence which worn characteristic of both high school and

community-junior college students.1

Above all, Koos never lost sight of the key importance of "terminal

education." In joining the chorus in support of gonoral education at the

end of World War Two, Koos noted that the widosproad concern was with

tor;,:inal general education, and thus was not greatly different from terminal

vocational education advocated in the 1920's and 1930's.
2

Walter Crosby &ails also continued his dedication to terminal com-

munity-junior college education into the 1940's and 1950's. In particular,

.:ells was an active fighter during World War Two for increasod terminal

education, both vocational and general. He felt the military need for

trained technicians and loyal citizens added increased justification for

such terminal programs. Eons, as Executive Secretary of AAJC during the

war, sent out a series of Wartime Letters to the membership appraising

them of developments of interest. He told of visits to capitol hill to

I
See the following articles by Koos: "Points of Nocdod Curriculum

Dovolopment," Junior Colloro Journal, XVI (;'ay, 1946), 401-410; "Rise of
the ?eople's Collogo," School Review, L7 (::arch, 1947), 139-149; "Is tho
Junior College Secondary or Highor education ?," Junior Coll(ve journal,
XVIII (;;ovembor, 1947), 113-114; and hThe Community Collw;e as a
'Glorified High School,'" Junior Co1ic,7o Journal, XII. (April, 1949),
429-430. Koos' recent book, The Comunity Colloo Stucl,:nt, emphasizes
the adolescent characteristics of corulwl.V.sy-junior college students.

2Koos, "The Rise of the People's College," p. 142.



228

lobby for moro training contracts from the Army and Navy (Only five percent

of junior colleges were so favored in 1)43).
1

As 4;oz;110 was to do later,

Sells wont to the Capitol several timos to protest proposals for universal

military training.2

Lolls would probably have continued to be a strong voico in the com-

munity-junior college movomont after World War Two had not his resignation

as Executivo Secretary of AAJC, forcod, by intornal opposition, embittered

him toward the junior college or:;anization and many of the loading spokos-

mon in the movement. While Executive Socrot f, 'Lolls had been successful

in converting his position from a half -tiro t a full -tiro basis and oponing

an offico in Washington, D.C. The grant from the Ceneral Education board

for Torminal EducatlkonStwly helped to finance those changes. By 1942,

as the General Education Board grant was being depleted, the problem of

mooting oporational costs became acute. Many individuals in AAJC, particu-

larly those Who felt that Eells was too authoritarian and aggrossivo, argued

that Lolls and the Washington office should go, and that the Association

office should return to a university campus where it might enjoy financial

assistance and political isolation. The Executive Committee of AAJC voted -

to do this vory thing upon the recommendation of AAJC ?rosidont John W.

Harboson in November, 1942. Eells, uninformed of the impending move, offered

his resignation as soon as he heard of the decision. Privately, Lolls blamed

an opposition ring including Harbeson, Modsker, and Koos, whom he charged

were conspiring to move the AAJC office to the University of Chicago.

Lolls suspected that kobort M. Hutchins, whom he felt wanted to have some

control over the direction of the junior college movement, was supporting'

lw
alter Crosby Lolls, Docombor 22, 1943.

2v,
'alter Crosby rolls, 'Artime Lott.er No. 2, March 30, 1945
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the uprising in AAJC ranks. Faced with Eons' absolute, opposition, the

AAJC Board of Directors rescinded their decision. tho follo.vini; two

years were filled with charges and courC,:orcharges, and wnon Eolls resubmitted

his resignation in reaction to increased criticisms in the spring of 1945,

it was accopt'd by the Board.
1

The remainder of 'Eons' career in the community-junior college move-

ment was directed toward the development of two-year colleges in foreign

countries, particularly Japan. From 1945 to 1947 ho headed the Foreign

Education Division of the Veterans Administration, and from 1947 to 1951

he served as the advisor on higher education on tho staff of the Supreme

Co;rander of Allied Powers in Japan. Men until his death in 1963, Eel's

did occasional consulting and teaching in both the United States and Japan.

Eu4 although ;ells kept his interest in the community-junior college after

his 1945 resignation from AAJC, he never attcndod any meetings of AAJC

nor involved himself in any direct way with the movement in America.
2

After Doak S. Campbell accepted the position of Dean of Peabody

Colloge's Graduate School in 1938 and resivned as AAJC Executive Secretary,

ho had limited involvement with the community-junior college movement.

Ho did accept the chairmanship of the AAJC Commission on Junior College

Terminal Education in 1939, however, which undertook the Terminal Education

Study with funds that Campbell holpod to procure from the General Education

Board. Ho remained as chairman of the Commission until the conclusion of

tho study in 1946. Meanwhile Campbell loft Peabody in 1941 to head Florida

State College for Women, which became Florida State University at Tallahassee

phis account of Sells' resignation, including the citing of private
correspondence, comes from Brick, Forum an'i Torus, pp. 42 -46.

2lbid., p. 46; W?le Was Who in Anlrica. Vol. IV: 1961-1968, p. 281.
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in 1957, and no remained there until his retirement in 1957. Since his

rctiremont, Campbell has continued to be active as an educational consultant,

particularly at Baptist institutions. Campbell's involvement in the com-

munity-junior college movement after 1946 was very slight.

It might be of some value, however, to look briefly at some of the

general educational and social ideas expressed by Campbell during his days

as a university president. For one reason, Campbell wrote so little before

the war that not much can be said about his ideological stance during that

time, a fact that was pointed out in Chapter III. For another reason,

Campbell, while no longer a national spokes= for community-junior colleges,

did play an important role in the shaping of higher education in Florida,

a state that made a major commitment to the community-junior college dovolop.

ment in the 19501s. Furthermore, as a man instrumental in helping to estab-

lish the Southern Regional Education board in 1949, and one who served on

its executive committee for eight years, Campbell extended his influence

throughout the South.
1

Since A volume of selected speeches that Campbell

made in the 1940's and 1950's has been publiShed, a record of his ideas

exist for that period in his career.2

auring World War Two, while ho still chaired the Terminal Education

Study, Campbell delivered an address to graduating students at Stetson

University entitled "According to the Measure of a Man." In the speech

Campbell spoke of the coming need for well-trained 1. to face post.

war confusion:

Those of us who are especially interested in the powor and
importance of trained, intelligent, and consecrated leadership,

'Fawcett, "Doak S. Campbell," 185-187.

2
Doak S. Campbell, Southern Educator: Selected Addresses, Florida

State University Studios 1:o. 25 ('Tallahassee: Florida State University, 1957).
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.0000 bo conoornod with the probl000 and condition uttich will
:er, -to engolf us in a flood of post-war confusion.'

. ell-trainod elite would not bo onou;;h to prevent confusion th the masses,

nowovor. To stress the is portanco of caucation, Campboll quoted from John

he nirteenth century ,rsglish.author, on tho fact that good educa-

tion wool: curb the meaner instincts of human nature and govern proper

banovior;

"IOdocato, or govern, they aro one and the sarr.e wood. Educa-
tion does not moan teachin,-; people to know what they do not
know. It means teaching them to behave as they do not bo-
have. "4

Comp boll carried his mossago of the need for moral, education into the

:000d War yooro. Addressing a Florida ''tate P.T.A. mooting in 1949, Campboll

Ouilt his sooech around A ancient proverb; "Train up a child in tho way

:.e should v; and ufien he is old, ho will not dopart from it." Campboll

odvisod the delegates that they should not be concerned about training as

"indoctrination" as long as its goals wore right. Drawing a lesson from

*oormany, Campbell stated;

have seen in our own lifetime the example of a whole nation
of youth who were trained up in the way the dictator said they
should go. This teaches us, at least, that it can bo done
effectively.

no difference in a free nation, Campbell went on to say, was that all of

000isty would determine "the way in which the child should go." lohilo

r,;:16 not pretend that this would bo an easy task, ho did suggest

P. 22.

p. 26; the samo quotation can be found in a 1943 speech by
oa -ooll ontitlod "Attitudes for ::ooponoivo and Rooponsiblo Citizenship,!'

p. 46. Campbell gave a special warning to junior colleges to
ozoinot morol decay and a disrespect for constituted authority after

too woy oy teaching values more effectively. Soo Doak S. Campbell, "Junior
ollegoo and Defonze--Today and Tomorrow," Junior Colleve Journal, XI
(Xaron, 1941), 363-364,
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that there wore at least three virtues that evoryono could agroo upon:

(1) A positive attitude toward hard .,;ork whieh would iaapire "a full day's

work for a full day's pay" (Campbell pointed to increasing wolfare rolla

in support of this need); (3) Frugality; and (3) Self-donia1.1 Campbell

had similar advice for teachers in Florida in a 192 addrous:

Soma teachora. have boon victi:-Lized by an ovorsimplifi-
cation of such terms as democracy, tolerance, indoctrination
and the like. They have been told that in a domocracy thorn
rrist bo no indoctrination; that it iswrong or "undomocratic"
to influonco the attitudo of others through the process of
toachin? Since when was it wrong to use every legitimate
means 'moo teach children to be honest; to recognizo and respect
tho rights of others; to abhor sin and love righteousness?
As I interpret the American ideal, roligion, morality, and
knowlodgo--all three compose the groat trinity of education.'

Those ideas expressed by Campbell in the 1940's and 1950's are perfectly

consistent with those expressed by his associates in defense of terminal

education in the 1920's and 1930's. Lut Campboll's ideas appear to be

different bocause they wore usually tiod to the thomo of national dofenso.

World War Two and the Cold War provided a backdrop which pictured the typo

of citizenship training advocated by Campboll as necessary for survival,

&afore World War Two, a similar typo of citizenship training--terminal

education- -was advocated by other spokesmon for the community-junior collogo,

not for survival but for the perfection of American society. In either case,

a structured society with loyal a..d conforming masses of people was considered

an important goal.

John W. Har'oeson was a particularly active community-junior college

leader during World War Two. Ho was presidont of kAJC for tho 1942-1943

-1111MweI1

1
A11 of the quoted and paraphrased material from the P.T.A. spooch in

this paragraph is from Camp boll, Ssuthern :!-Avcater, pp. 91-94.

2
Cited from among Campbell's personal papers by Fawcett, "Doak S.

Campbell," p. 48,
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term, and in this position *cozen the ca%ielign which resulted in the oust.

in.:; of as executive Socrotary. Eo also served during the war as

chairman of AAJC's Committee on Wertimo Activities. Earbeson publicized

the role that community-junior colleges could play in the war by providing

Jlaers, rivetors, lathe workers, machine operators, etc., for war Indus-

14

"important as these sorvices are, however," Harboson went on to say:

they do not constitute the major responsibilities. of the
junior college in the prosont omer:roncy. Tho primary and
undisputable function of the junior college is now, as it
always has boon and perennially will remain, to train stu-
dents comprehensively for the solution of lifo's probloms.2

As Earboson went on to explain the type of "life-training" ho advocated,

he sounded much like Jesso P. :rogue. Ho had in mind mon who respected

authority and would do right, men who would curtail their individual foibles

for the sake of an orderly, officient society. Tho law itself, Harboson

feared, sanctioned individual liberty at the expense of society:

Too often . wo of past gonorations have condoned anti-
social conduct by a legalistic interpretation of objective
authority. We must create a generation of on who will
judge human conduct solely on the basis of social conse-
quences following tho wake of their actions.')

"Ciaidod by our intelligence," Harboson said in an article written on the

same topic a half-year later, "W3 shall mako no serious mistakes."
4

Harboson was the first community-junior collogo national spokesman in

this study to recommend to his colleaexes that they adopt the name "community

1
John W. Harboson, "The junior College in the Presont Lmorgoncy,"
Co1117o journal, XII (April, 1942) , 435.

2.,4-1 3 Ibid., p. 436.

. . .

`John d. ;Iarposon, "Junior Colle,,:es and Total 4r," junior College
ilsurpal, XIII (October, 1942), 69.
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college." Tho war, which brought a largo number of adults into the junior

eollogos, made the connection botwoon "t(rminal education" and "adolescence"

loss tonable. Those older concepts, argued Harboson, wore all tied to the

"junior college," and the namo should be changed to project an image that

tor:ainal programs were also good for Harboson suggested the name

of tho "community college" first in 1944, but at that time ho also thought

that "city college," a name used in Los ;;nzelos, or just "college" would

suffico.1 In 1949 ho presented anothor case for tho "community college"

nae, this time based on tho increasinly ari;unent that Vrie expanding

functions of community service, vocational-tochnical curricula, as well as

adult education deserve to be packaged in a now wrapping.2

lAong with ideas that ho generated in the 1940's, Harboson also mixed

in some of his old concepts. He kept pushing for the 6-4-4 plan after

many of its other advocates abandoned it. 3 Ho continued to publicize the

nood to train the masses to be good citizens, only changing the name of

this function from "torminal education" to "general education" after World

War Two. Such training, argued Harboson, should provide "an efficient

present and future functioning" in fiVo areas of "human noed "-- porsonal,

physical and mental, socio-civic, hone-life, and vocational areas.
4

The

writings of Harboson show clearly the effortless transformation in the

1
John Harboson, "Iho Rechristening of the Junior Colleges,"

Journal of Secondary Fducrti XIX (April, 1944), 204-207.

2
John W. Harbes

(October, 1949), 502-

3See Sexson ax l

"Zvaluating the 6-4-4

4
John W. Harboson, "Curriculum for Human Need," Mucational Leadership,

IV (December, 1946), 194-195,

on, "The Community College," NEA JoIrnal, XXXVIII
503.

Harbeson, The Now CollrIII; John W. Harboson,
Plan," Nr,.tion,11.35oci,ition of Secondary-School

XXII (March, 194e), 143-151.
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focus of tho community- junior collogo idcoloa from the junior to the

com::unity college. a shift that occasioned little debate because it in-

vo.ved little change.

Nicholas Ricciardi, James M. Wood, and George F. Zook had little to

say about the community-junior collogo movement after the 1930's; accord

ingly, scant attention will be given to torn hero. Ricciardi wrote in

1947 about his concern that technical- institutes were not doing enough to

promote "social efficiency." Wood shifted his concern to private junior

collogos, citing their ability to cry out progressive and personal educa-

tion. After Wood's retirement from Stephens Collogo in 1947, he stopped

writing about the movomont at all. Zook, who always viewed the community-

junior college from a "university porspective," continued to advise junior

colleges to attend more to non-academic instruction and to steer more

studonts away from college preparatory programs.
1

Left to be mentioned

during this,era is Robert M. Hutchins. Porhaps he too, if measured in

terms of his contribution to the community-junior college ideology, should

rocoive only brief mention. But for the c .0 of the illumination that

his ideas can provide in understanding the community-junior college ideology,

they are woll worth careful study.

Hutchins' departure from the University of Chicago in 1951, welcomed

by both Hutchins and the University's faculty, was discussed in the last

chapter. His subsoquent positions with the Ford Foundation ,nd the Rind

for tho ?public did not at All prevent him from writing his ideas about

1,
Acholas Ricciardi, "Accrediting Curricula of Technical-Institute,

Typa," California Journal of Socon-lary "ZdurAtion, XXII (March, 1947),
166.-169; Jo-rms M, Wood, "Wnat the ?rivato Junior College Has to Offer,"

XX (Ar,ril, 1945), 31; GLorL:o F. look, "ChWIn7,
?attorns of-junior College Education," Junior Collor-to Journal, XVI (:fay,
1946), 411..417; George F. Zook, "EducationWhat For?," junior Colle?e
Journal, TA (May, 1950), 523-530.
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;.merican education, including his ideas on the conity-junior collogo.

L:ven beforo ho left Chicago, Hutchins served notice t:. ,t his inter st in

tho community-junior collet o was basod on what it could be rather than

what it was. This was obvious Whon Hutchins launched a broadside attack

upon, the 1947 report of the President's Commission on Higher Education

w'nich had urged the developmont of "community colleges" with virtually

functions. To Hutchins, over tho foe of vocatiotlalism and non

intellectual college curricula, the roport roprosonted everything wrong

it: L;;:erican education. Ho callod the report "ant: humanistic and anti-

inellectual," "a Fourth-of July oration in pod,..guose." Ho laboled the

report's contention that education can and should do everything the

"omniOus fallacy" which "diverts the public mind from direct attack on

tho evil under consideration by proposing the oast', if costly, alternative,

'Let education do it.'" ir.equitios in the economic system and in birth

rates, argued Hutchins, can be solved by better means than education.

:;ot only had the Commission backed vocational education to the dotrimont

of genoral education, according to Hutchins, but its anti-intellectual

fiavor was bound to keep Amorican education a 'gigantic playroom, designed

,

to koop the young out of worse places until they can go to work.'
1

Since

everyone of the other subjects in this study cheered the report of the

:resident's Commission, it is no wonder that "Quotations from President

Hutchins" suddenly disappoarod from the pages of the junor Colle7n

A particularly perceptive observation by Hutchins, at least as far

as it applies to the community-junior college movonent, concerned the re-

lationship between life-adjustment oducation and public relations, for most

1
Robert M. Hutchins, "The Report of the Prosident's Commission on

Higher Education," Educational Roccrd, XXIX (April, 1946), 107-122.

4
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comunity-junior collogo national spokosmen championed both. Hutchins

foeused attontion upon the most ovor.:orkod word in the lifo-adjustment

vocabulary: roods.

How do you know a need when you see one? The usual answer
is that you know one by the demand. And the noxt stop is
to onlargo your market by the boat advertising and sales
techniques, through creating a demand for somothing you
could offer to supply.

The doctrine of noeds thus ends in public relations.
I think it fair to say that the dominant concern of school
superintendonts and univorsity presidents in America is pub-
lic relations.1

Any community-junior college national spokesman reading Hutchins

porcoptivoly would havo to have boon somewhat sensitive to his own movement's

extonsive use of " noeds" in their rhetoric. And many would havo boon equally

sensitive to Hutchins' comments on public relations, since many voices in

the movoment wore calling for bettor public rotations as an answer to the

movomont's "idontity crisis." It would have taken a particularly astute

member of the community-junior college movement to have detected in Hutchins'

writing the fact that a lack of values, ideals, and ideology was the root

of their confusion. But Hutchins said it plainly: "The loss of an

intelligible and attainable ideal lips at the root of the troubles of

Amorican education. "2

. ,As if to make his separation with the community-junior college move-

ment fornal and complete, Hutchins shot barbs ospocially aimod at the concopt

of the "commcunity college" in 1V,4:

Wnilo nobody was looking, the junior collogo, which might have
becomo the home of liberal education, became tho community

laobort M. Hutchins, The Conflict ft_

(;;ow York: Harper eg Brothers, 19533, pp.

2
ito ort M. Hutchins, Some Obsorvati

Cambridge university Press, 1956), p. 31.

n FAtIcation in a Democratic Socioty,
;0-31.

or on American Eduelation (London:
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collego, the reflection of com:nunity pras.;uro3, and a place
of accommodation for those who did not know what else to do.'

The solocted themes Is'hich follow '411 help to summarize some of the

key ideas of the contomporary community-junior college national spokesmen

already discussed, but several points should already to cloar. First,

the spakosmon sensed and were greatly concerned that they wore not boing

proporly understood by tho public, in spite of the high dogroo of acceptance

givon to whatever the public thought the com%unity-junior college actually

:.as. Secondly, with only a few exprossad re6orvations, the spokesmen woro

eager to promote any numbor of new oducational and social functions, usually

championed undor the bannor of the "oeczlunity college." The moro educational

and social functions that wore introduced, however, the more concerned the

spokesman seemed to be that thoir "real idontity" was boing confused.

Finally, the spokesmen continued to stress the role of the community-junior

collogo in training the massos of citizens, not only for jobs but also for

a responsible place in Amorican society. They novor felt easy about the

large number of students aspiring to a university education whom they woro

certain,should not, and probably wou'a: not, continue their education beyond

the community-junior collogo.

The impact of World War Two a-nd the Cold W:lr

Much has already boon said in this chapter about the ideas gone:rated

by World War Two in the minds of the comnunity-junior college national

spokesmen. It was no coincidence that the rosurgonco of interest in gen-

eral education came during and immediately after that war, The report of

1
Robort M. hutchins, "The Time is :pow," Liberal education: Bulletin

of 'Ole Association of American Corts, L {;ay, 19;;;4), 255-256,
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Me Harvard Committee on 3onoral Education in 1945 attracted national

attention.' Within the comunity-junior college movomont t'ne studios

by Johnson and by Reynolds montioned earlier wore symptomatic of tho

popularity of general education. ?orhaps it could be that tho nation's

second confrontation with Gorman officioncy, with the particular porver-

sion of order and social unity apparent in Nazis;4, servod as a harsh re-

minder that tho development of the individual needed attention too. Or

perhaps tho very contest botwoen super-officiont powers called for a typo

of civic oducation insuring even a greater amount of mass conformity.

which was advocated under the eupho:riisra of "general education." Noither

of these, radically difforont thesos can bo wholly supported nor wholly

disputed by the meaning that general education held for the spokesmen of

the community-junior collogo movement during this period.

Medsker, it will be remembered, was an advocate of greator industrial

training in 1939 but emerged during and after the war as also a special

friond of general education. His work with the Torminal Education Study

could very well be responsible for this widonod perspective, but also

the war could have boon responsible. Rocognizing a national need for

unity which surpassed industry's need for workers, Medskor urged the

government to turn to the junior college during the war for manpowor and,

if need bo, to promote uniformity:

Out of its woll-ostablished exiotonco has come exporionco
and ability to deal with all typos of studonts regardloss
of ability, background, or educational and vocational ambi-
tions. ocause of those factors the 600 junior colleges,
in addition to others likely to be organized, could
b000me centers for the rohabilitation of youth, the oxten-
sion of general and vocational education, the provision of

lien rnl Education in a Freo 3oci,7,tv: Report of the Harvard Committee
(Cambridge, X2,ss.: Harvard Univorsity 194T1).
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try-out and exploratory work, and the utilization of an
offoctivo guidance program. Even if it should be considered
necessary to have some degree of uniformity for the country,
much could bo 'gained by using those existing institutions and
assigning to them the task they are best able to do--that of
effectively training and guiding young peoplo.1

Two of the most active community-junior college national spokesmen

during the war wore Rarbeson and Eons. Harbosonis onviction that the

war demonstrated even a greater need for citizenship training than for

training technicians has been noted earlier. tells concurred that the

development of the right kind of person was far more important than

developing mere skills:

Perhaps the war has served . . to emphasize as never
before the fundamental importance of what wo have for decades
boon accustomed to call the "liberal arts." The pressing
call from both army and navy to our colleges is not prima-
rily for men with exclusively technical training, but for
the development of men of dynamic personality, of general
competence, of potential leadership. With these qualities
as a basis, tho armed services say they can quickly give the
specialized and technical training to develop competent
officers. Without these basic qualities, however, special-
ized and technical training is wasted or ineffective.2

Writers on the community-junior college have generally emphasized the

importance of World War Two in developing programs of a vocational and

technical nature in community-junior colleges, but there was no whole-

sale shift in the ideology of the movement toward technical training

over general education.3 If any shift at all occurred in the placement

1
Medsker, "The Wartime Role of Our Junior Colleges," p. 39.

22ells, "Developments in Higher Edueation--Wise and Otherwise," p. 466.

3See Blocker, Plummer and Richardson, The Two Year Collogo, p. 30,
and Brick, Forum and Focus, p. 28, for the standard interpretation. The
actual extent to which technical-vocational programs increased in community-
junior colleges during the war is a subject that needs more study. In the
literature of the movement, tho fact that 5,000 civilian pilots were trained
in community-junior colleges is frequently mentioned, but only general
references to training other war-related skills are made. Eolls complained
during the war that the government was not using community-junior colleges
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of values rogarding general and technical training, it was slightly in the

direction of gonoral education.

After the war, with the nation confronting a now enemy- -the Soviet

Union- -whose ideology seemed to pose a greater irrwediato throat than its

armies, the need for solid citizonship training appeared greater than ever

in the community-junior college ideology. A 1946 resolution by the AAJC

membership supported the idea of seeking federal aid for funds to help the

junior colleges to toach effectively democratic values for the benefit of

individual studont dovelopmont and national defense.1 ';.hen Bogue took

this resolution to the Senate Committeo on Labor and Public Welfaro, he

warned that if Congress did not help finance community-junior colleges in

poor states it would "create a pool of human beings unfit by mental and

physical standards to defend the nation in a time of crisis." As a sec-

ondary argumont, Bogue insortod the economic benefits which would accrue

to the nation from an expanded system of community-junior collegos.
2

The lack of common values in society, which was threatening enough

to the community-junior college spokesmen during times of peace, appeared to

bo an oven greater danger in times of international conflict. Modsker re-

lated the internal and external threat of social disintegration during the

Korean War thusly:

Sociologists toll us of our constantly changing value systems,
the frustrations, tho loneliness, and the confusion of a people

as much as they should, and thero was over a 50 porcont decline in community-
junior collogo enrollment during the war. Perhaps the actual chango in
community-junior college programs during the war was not much groator than
the minor changes in tho movement's ideology.

1
Jesse P. Bogue, "Your Nation's Capitol and Your Junior College,"

Washington Nowslotter, Vol. II, i;o. 7 (Apri1.30, 1947), 1.

2b id., pp. 3-4.



242

now without a frontier, highly urbanized, and dependont on
vicarious oxporioncoa for the for.lulation of their ideas and
judgments. That all this should ec truo at the very time
that the pressure of communium should riuo to its present
'ought may be more than a coincidonco and it sweoly loaves
democracy with loss strongth with which to prosorvo itself.1

`i,i;4to did Modskor moan by stating that the relationship botwoon changing

v luo systoms and tho riso of CO=rit.64 "may be more than a coincidence"?

want on to say that ho did not want to sanction "witch-hunting" that

confused communism with social progress, so apparently ho was not referring

to the samo relationship porcoived at that time by Senator Joseph McCarthy.

It is not clear in the article vilat prompted this suggostion, but Medskorts

defense of general education, particularly to teach youth to stabilize

their omotions and to look at the world "realistically," made it clear that

he thought general education was necossary to defend against internal dis-

intogration as well as external aggrosaion.
2

Doak S. Campbell was loss cautious than Medskor in viewing education

as a method of promoting patriotism and anti-communism. In a 1950 speech

before the Mississippi Educational Association hp stated:

I feel certain of one important. necessity. This nocossity is
all the more acute so far as the junior college is concerned
because this institution lies so close to the American poople.
I refer to protection of thr, 1.morican ideals in the min la and
the lives of this generation of growing Americans. .

The difficulty of teaching true Americanism under pre-
sent day conditions is far greater than ever before. The
hazards of developing the degree of intelligonce and at the
samo time the degree of patriotic fervor necessary to main-
tain this nation constitute a challenge tho liko of which
-we have never met in this nation.3

Noland L. Medsker, "Junior Colleges in This Period of Crisis,"
junior College Journal, XXIII (January, 1952), 251.

2Ibid., pp, 253-256.

'Quoted in Fawcett, "Doak S. Campbell," p. 90.
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itoforring without qualification to a comfriunist conspiracy to disorient the

nation, C:Anpboll warned at the Fresl'Imen Convocation at Florida Stato

'jniversity in 1950 that an objective of communism was:

to make us dissatisfied, to confuse us, to increaso our taxes
so that we shall be more heavily burdened, to danglo before us
ideas which theoretically seem to show us an easy way out of
difficulty.).

Campbell specified the junior college as a basic institution for indoctrina-

t;ion, a term ho did not hesitate to use. It was, as he said, an institu-

, tion "close to the American people." As an instructor of the masses, it could

guard against un-American ideas.

Shortly after the outbreak of the Korean War, James W. Roynolds, then

editor of the Junior Geneve Journal, was invited to a meeting with other

representatives from higher education and with representatives of the fed-

eral government to discuss how colleges and universities could be most

effectively utilized in the crisis. Reynolds reported in the Journal that

two responsibilities were mentioned repeatedly:

(1) scientific and technical education, and (2) education in
the ideals of democracy. The second of these'two responsibili-
ties . . . deserves even more emphasis than has been given.2

Adapting the earlier arguments for semiprofessional education to the Korean

War, rogue recommended that junior colleges run summer camps for high school

graduates who volunteer for military service. At the sunmor camps, the

young men could be screened, and those who looked like promising prospects

for high-ranking, non-coradssioned officer positions would be sent on,

perhaps on scholarships, to junior colleges and technical institutes.3 it

1
Ibid., pp. 195-196.

2
James W. Reynolds, "Maintaining 'Zquilibrium in the Junior College,"

JurAor Collo1740 Journal, XXI (November, 1950), 123.

3
josso ?, Bogue, "From the Executive Secretary's Desk," Junior College

Jorral, XXI (September, 1950), 50-51.
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is intoresting that Eogua's proposal, never acooptod by tho govornmont,

which would have ostablished an :;.0.T.C. program of sorts in junior col-

leges, was geared to train non for intormediate positions, between the

officers (who.would ordinarily ba university men) and the enlisted men

(drawn from the masses). it was a military role corresponding exactly to

the civilian role that Rogue and others had envisioned for "terminal"

junior college graduates for many yoars.

Tho 1947 Prosidontts Commission on Higher Education, which had

recommondod the name of the "community college," also struck a respon-

sive chord among community-junior collego national spokesmen in its empha-

sis on general education. The Cor ission viewed general education much

as the community-junior college spokosmen did, as a deterrent to social

disintegration and as a promoter of unity:

The failuro to provido any core of unity in the essential
diversity of higher education is a cause for grave concern. A
society whose members lack a body of common experience and
common knowledge is a society without a fundamental culture;
it tends to disintegrate into a more aggrogation of individuals.
Some community of values, ideas, and attitudes is essential
as a cohesive force in this ago of minute division of labor
and intense conflict of special, interests.

The crucial task of higher education today, therefore,
is to provide a unified general education for American youth.
Colleges must find tho right relationship between special-
ized training on the one hand, aiming at a thousand different
careers, and the transmission of a common cultural heritage
toward a common citizenship on the other.1

Even Robert M. Hutchins, who furiously attacked the Commission's report,

might have agreed with this statement on general education. But the educa-

tional programs recommended by the Commission in the name of general educa-

tion were the opposite of Hutchinst plan; they were instead the type that

1Prosidentls Commission on Higher Education, 11.ihor Education in
;,m,,n.ican Democracy, Vol. 1: Establishin the Goals, op. 46-49.
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ccnity-junior colleges promotedA:motional, practical, behaviorally-

oriented programs, the type of general education underwritten by B. Lamar

=ducation in Aetion.

Of th," three types of general education identified by Russell Thomas

wnicn wore discussed in the previous chaptknowledge-contered, problem-
)

contered, and behavior-centered, the typo which appealed most to the community -

;;' :.:or college national spokesmen was the latter. This, of course, was

-..nacceptable to hutchins who decried the anti-intellectualism of the approach.

ao inventor of the categories, Russell Thomas, viewed the problom-solving

approach most favorably. 1r4 project for the Carnegie Corporation in

195:05 to identify vital centers of general education programs, Thomas

selected eigsnteen colleges and universities as key models--not one was a

cornity-junior college.
1

All the same, regardless of the sentiments of

hutchins and Thomas, a campaign for general education was underway in the

late 1940's and early 1950's, an ideological campaign if not an institu-

tional campaign, which focused on the proper values and behaviors of citizens

o: wnich community-junior college national spokesmen were very much a

part. The campaign, as far as coax pity- junior college ideology was con-

cerned, was actually as old as the movement itself. A world in international

conflict, however, added to it a new sense of urgency and importance,

:seas and Efforts tr Vocttional-Tcchnicll
Education

Ever since the 1920's, the community-junior college ideology has

contained an element of support for specialized education leading to jobs.

he dea, however, has always been more apparent in the ideology than

Russell Thomas, T;' Serch for a Coon Le,.rninr, pp. 107-276,
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in institutional offerings of spocific vocational-technical (or somiprofos..

sional, to use the tern generally employed in tho 1920's and 19301s) pro-

grams. The long-standing discrepancy between the idea and the roality is

usually oxplainod by the following roaoons: (1) the groat expense of

occupational curricula; (2) the difficulty in recruiting co:potent toachors;

(3) the lack of inforgation on progra ms available to students; and (4)

the prestige factor which causes students to enroll in transfer programs.
1

Completely overlooked is tho fact that the community-junior college

ideology itself has historically subor:iinated the idea of job training to

the idea of citizonship training. 'i'vcn contemporary spokosmen for the

community-junior college movemont Who speak out strongly in support of

more vocational-technical programs soldom rake their case without indicat-

ing a stronger allegiance to the idea that the community-junior college

cannot pormit its students to Mayo its programs without adequate "general

education."

World War Two did give a boost to the idea of vocational- training,

although, as mentioned earlier, the boost to tho idea of citizenship train-

ing WAS evengreater. The presence of adults in community-junior collogos

during the war and the influx of veterans afto: the war (slow at first, but

accounting for about 40 percent of tho 1947 onrollmont) prosontod the com-

munity- junior colleges with a largo group of practically-minded students.

Moy were job-oriented, although many had vocations in mind that required a

bachelor's degree. The rise of the "community college," as an ideal more

1Seo Grant Vonn, XA1,2 Education., and Werk, pp. 8-69; Venn reported
that less than 25 percent of all junior college students were onrolled
in occupational programs, 1960.
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;:nan an institution, was in ;,:at, a response to this developmont. e.any

ox?ectod tno two-year colioos to provieo, officiontly and economically,

for the needs of thoso groups, includin President Franklin D. Roosevelt:

The junior collage has now ocome a ro'sust your for in
the family of Amorican educational institutions. Xy particular
intorost at present centers in tho part that the junior college
ray play in providing suitable oducation for many of the re-
turning soldiers and sailors. ..".one mon and women will wish,
in many cases, torminal courses which combino technical and
othor vocational proparation with coursos assure a basic
understanding of the issues confronted by thorn as Americans
and world citizens. It sooms possiblo, theroforo, that the
junior college may furbish the answer to a good many of these
noods.2

Vocational needs of votorans as woll as other groups wore widely recognized

ano:4; commAinity-junior college national spokesmen too, but in their rhetoric

moro than their institutions. And oven in their rhetoric, close examina-

tion reveals a shallow commitment.

joss() P. Boguels The Corwmity*CeY1 e was the major source-book

on the community-junior collage movo:7.ont during the 1950's. In its chapter

on "Technical Education in the Connunity College" appeared very little on

the nature or scope of technical education programs.3 That chapter did

contain, however, an extended argument for the importance of general educa-

tion, including the object lesson of highly skilled scientists who harbored

comPlunist leanings.
4

4nile coguo did not attempt to sot the propor propor-

tions for the right balance between gonoral and technical education, no did say;

1Lee S. 1. Xartorana, "Implicat-lons of Warti::e / ustrents for Junior
Collor,os," Junior Colle;:a ourn-,1, X7I1 ;;A;tomoer, 1946), 11-17; and

L. Y.edskor, ".;.hat ;O :-:ave in J'anior Collego?," Chinao
,:our,;(-41, XXIX (6eptombor, 1947), 2-7.

2,oon,ained in a letter from iranklin Roosovelt to Walter Crosby
.;3113 datecl january 7, 1944. :-..uoto'i in Walter Crosby :Mils, Wartime Letter
o. -7), January 18, 1944, p. o.

33ogue, The Ccnnunity Celle re, pp. 179-205. p. 182.
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'hen the question is asked as to how much general education
should bo included in a technical program in a community
college, the answer is that there should be just as much
as possible.1

In 1960, Modskorls book replaced ::ague's as the handbook on the com-

munity-junior college.
2

Medskor was distressed by the fact that two-thirds

of the community-junior college students were in transfer programs and

only ono-third wore in terminal programs; he felt these proportions should

bereversed.3 But one can search in vain through the pages of Yedskeris

book for any clear picture of what terminal curricula should be. He does

state that a terminal program may be general, occupational, or a combination

of the two, and he does warn against overspecialization in a technologically

changing society, but ho offers no specific guidelines for determining a

good terminal program.
4

A close examination of the ideas of Edmund J. Gleazer, Jr the cur-

rent official spokesman for the comr,unity-junior college movement by virtue

of being Executive Secretary of AAJC, reveals an interesting development

in the relationship between vocational-technical and gonoral education.

In 1960 Gleazer agreed with Yedsker that rapid technological change made

specialized technical training of limited occupational value. More general

training seemed necessary to provide a base flexible enough to allow the

individual to build various sets of special skills upon it throughout his

changing career. This was in addition to the idea that general learning

in non-vocational areas was essential to good citizenship. Thus general

education began to mean both general learning for a good life and general

learning to undergird a life-time career.

1
Ibid., P.

2
Medsker,

3Ibid., p.

187.

The Junior Collefo: P;.orTess and Prospnct.

112.
4
Ibid., pp. 53-55.
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Gloazor oxplainod the mergor of these, two typos of gonoral learning

in his column in the JIlnir Jo.o'Inll in 1960. Watching Nixon-

Kennody dubatos on television, explained Gloator, sharponod his awareness

of trio importance of "training tho critical faculties" of citizens through

gonoral education. "Fast changing technology and expensive equipmont,"

Gloator wont on to say,

will very likely necessitate moves in this direction anyway.
Basic principles will bo taught. . . . The kind of general
education I envision is not something apart from the voca-
tional programs but closely interfused.

Somehow Gloater was able to think, without being too explicit in detail,

that general education as citizonship training and general education as

vocational training wore one and the same, or at least becoming so. Wnen

ho concoived of the two typos separately, he gave precedence to the idea

of citizenship:

A must keep in mind the "why" of all this. It is not
our aim merely to perpetuate the junior collegenot merely
to preparo people for more efficient handling of their jobs.
No, our eyes must be far beyond these objectives, A would
prepare loaders in the world of ideas because our times require
such mon.2

By 1965, Gleazor developed the blending of general and vocational

education even further. Distinguishing "occupational preparation" from

"vocational calling," Gloater recommended that community- junior colleges

concentrate on the latter:

Vocation includes the person's activities and relationships,
beyond those for which he rots financial reward. It is his
reason for being, his own sense of destiny, his part in the
social group, his role in tho commnity. A democracy cannot

1
Edmund J. Gleazor, Jr., "From the Executive Director's Desk," Junior

College Journal, XXXI (December, 1960), 231.

2
Edmund J. Gleaner, ... Jr., "A National Approach to Junior Collage

Loadorship," Journal of SecoyAry Mucfi.tion, XXXVI (January, 1961), 64,
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endure if education limits its concern and attention to
occ..pational preparation. It rr.1.15t proparo for the full

vocation--the man's Calling.1

Going, on to suggest the nature of preparation for a "vocation," Gloazor

showed that ho subscribed to the functional, behavioral type of general

uucation:

'e.hat should each preparation include? Lot no describe
ono essential elemont. Very frequently we hoar people, both
youth and adults, say: "You can't make me do that." "This
is a free country." Not often onouh do wo hear the roply:
";'hat's right, I can't make you do it, but keep in mind that
if there are somo things you want to do than there are somo
things you must do."2

Gloazor did not specify any things one "must do;" ho made only tho general

point that a place in the occupational structure and a place in the social

structure involved a total at of attitudes and behaviors which education

snould be concerned with shaping.

With his manner of combining general education and vocational-technical

education into ono concoption of education for "vocations," Gleazor was

less prone to view curricula as either general or occupational. In a way

rominiscent of early writings in the vocational education movemont that

distinguished hand-minded from book-minded students, Gloazor suggested that

many students should be educated for "vocations" in practical rather than

theoretical ways:

A large portion of community college students are in-
clined toward the practical and applied rather than the theo-
retical and abstract. They need a sense of contact with the
areal world," not a simulatod one of words and symbols. Action-
oriented occupational programs with experience on the job can
capture their intorest whereas immursion in a highly verbal
atmosphere can defeat them, This door not mean that occupational

lEdniAnd J, Gloazor. "AAjC Approach: Xatching our Times," Junior Collnqo
Jo.Jrn*.1, XXXV (March, 1965), 3.

2Mid,
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students learn no linguistic skills or lack the ability to
thoorizo. /Alt in omphas:.5 and sequence the application of
knowledge and skills dovolopmont coos first.'

Thus by transforming a commitmont to general education into a cora-

mitmont to education for "vocations," with a broad moaning, and thou by

viewing tho curricula, at least for some studonts, as practical experience

with educational value beyond mere occupational training, Gleaner appears

to have developed an idea of vocational education dopondent upon the idoa

Of general education but permissive toward practical skill courses and

specialized on-tho-job type training.

?ocont writings by community-junior college loaders show a greater

concern for spocialized training programs without the customary concern for

general education, Since 1965, aid from foundations and the federal govern-

mont has been largely directed toward such programs. Tho extent to which

this recent change can be detectod in the community-junior college ideology

will be discussed further in Chapter V, but from the thinking of Gleazor

.alone it would seem that a transformation from general to spocialized educa-

tion is in the making.

Doveloomonts in Guidance

Moro may have been a weaening in the role played by general educa-

tion in the community- junior college ideology in recent years, but not so

with guidance. It has consistently remained a highly valued component of

the ideology from the 1920's to the present. The belief that the commkwity,.

junior college could offer programs suitable for a wide variety of groups

has always been conditional upon the assumption that an effective guidance

program could match a student with a program in a realistic and scientific

manner.

1,
vloazor, p. 70.
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Two salient facts undorscoring the need for guidanco could not bo

ignOred by community-junior colloga national spokesmen in any decade since

the 19201s: (1) Too many community- junior colloge students aspired to four-

year college and university educations to acquire professional positions

(positions believed to be in short supply and beyond the abilities of most

students); and, as a corollary to the first point, (2) Too few students

enrolled in vocational programs which wore more in kooping with their

abilities and the needs of society. In recent years the rhetoric has

changed from "the limits of an individual's intolligence" to "individual

potentials of varying typo;;," but the positivo wording has not lessened

t'nfi importance of the guidance program in the selection and distribution

of students.

The 1947 ?resident's Commission on Higher Education concluded, based

on a consideration of tho results of the Army General Classification Test

given during World War Two, that at least 49 percent of the American population

had the mental ability to complete fourteen years of schooling in a curricu-

lum of general and vocational studios loading either to gainful employment

or to further study at a more advanced level. At least 32 percent of the

population, the Commission estimated, had the mental ability to complete

an advanced liberal or specialized professional education.
1

These figures

found ready acceptance in the thinking of community-junior college national

spokesmen. They seemed to confirm the appropriateness of ono-third of the

community-junior college student population transferring on to four-year

colleges and universities and to emphasize the importance of placing the

rest of the students into appropriate non-transfer curricula.

1?-resident's Commission on Nighor Education, HirTher Education for
Iterican Domocracx; Vol. Establishlnq. the Goals, p.
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Joss() P. 6ogue, the major figure in the community-junior colloge

movement during most of the 19501s,.argued that an oxtondod period of

education was justified solely on the basis of helping individuals find

their appropriato niche in a complex society. In a democracy, stated

,eoguo, this placement lad to be through education:

Enlightened public opinion ref;arding the further
oxtonsion of education justifies itself by reason of the
present complexity of society. In a totalitarian society,
individuals may be put in their respective places by fiat.
In a democracy, men must find their placos by functional
methods, by education, counseling, and guidance.1

:en should be free to make their own decisions and to govern their own

actions, Bogue believed, but he added:

In a complex society, man's essential freedoms may remain
inviolate only if he is capable of exercising them with
intelligence.2

Education, counseling, and guidance should serve, according to Bogue, to

increase the likelihood of "intelligent" decisions on life-goals by community-

junior college students, decisions that take into account tho limits of the

individual's abilities and the needs'of society. If a student remained

incapable of an intelligent decision after exposure to education, counseling,.,

and guidance, Boguo did not suggest what should be done. Presumably his

freedom to choose might be forfeited.

Just as important in the community-junior college ideology as the role

of guidance in directing students into appropriate programs was its role

to diroct many of them away from university-transfer programs. In many

statements of the role of guidance, this was the first concern. This

screening process was not viewod as one which denied to many students the

1
Hogue, The Community p. 16.

2lbid., pp. 16-17.
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fulfillment of their aspirations but rather as one which saved them from

the brutal elimination waiting for them at the university. In 1947, Loland

L. odsker put it this way:

Ono of the principal advantagos of the junior college is that
it serves as a proving ground or screening process and that it
provides a two-way outlet for all entrants without the (rus-
tration that may rosult when a student entors a higher institu-
tion directly and finds himself unable or unwilling to pursue
its curriculum.).

The comfort of thinking that students wore being helped and not hurt

by guiding them, or attempting to guide them, into vocational curricula

was pierced by e disturbing study by sociologist Burton R. Clark in 1960.2

In a case study of San Joso Junior Ck)11ege in California, Clark described

what ho called the "cooling-out function," a process of "structured failure"

Which otployed guidance and counseling to confront the student periodically

and systematically with the record of his failuros with sympathetic sugges-

tions of alternative programs. Clark suggested quite strongly that it was

not student limitations but rathor limitations imposed by society, a society

which felt it important to limit the "room -at- the -top," that created the

need for the "cooling-out function." ,Furthermoro, Clark stated that docop-

tion was important for the successful operation of the function, for if it

wore perceived and understood by prospective clientele the open doors of

community-junior colleges would not be so inviting.3

There was surprisingly little direct reaction to Clark's disturbing

study. Ironically, the tom "open- door" was an overnight success in the

community-junior college ideology, credit for which was given to Clark,

1 ,

:edsker, "What Do We Have in the Junior College?," p. 3.

Clark, The Open Door Collr {;:ow York: McGraw-Hill Book
Co., 1960).

3Ibid., p. 165.
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but his ideas on tho "cooling -out function" wore scarcely montionod at all.

Gleazor reviewed the book in the jilnio Collce Journal and warned the

momborship (the same Warning issuod by the Carnogio Corporation of New York)

that Clark studied a single college and that his findings should not be

gonoralizod.
1

Other criticisms of Clark's work wore not forthcoming,

leaving one to wonder if the increased concern about how wide was the open

door, which came later in the 1960's and which will be discussed in detail

in Chapter V, was a delayed reaction on Clark's thosis,

That the community-junior college tended to look for weaknesses in

students rather than strengths was a concern to B. Lamar Johnson before

Clark's study. Out of this concern, Johnson wrote a letter to California

junior college administrators in 1951 in which ho stated:

. our junior colleges, as woll as our high schools and our
senior colleges, neod more teachers who are "talent scouts."
Ofton in our schools and colleges, we identify the weaknesses
of students and sot up remodial programs to carp for those
doficiencios but fail to identify the special talents and
abilities of studonts and fail to build programs designed
to capitalize on these particular potentialities.4

lr 1959, Johnson carried this message to a state legislative hearing in

Los Angeles. Quoting John W. Gardner, thou Prosidont of the Carnegie

Corporation of New York, Johnson emphasized that the idea of excellent

education for the elite and common education for the masses had passed its

Usefulness. In modern society, stated Johnson, education for all needed

1Clark's book was in the Carnegie Series in Amorican Education, as
was Y.odskor's study published the same year. Criticisms of the book by
the Carnegie Foundation are included in Gloazor's review. Edmund J.
Gloazor, Jr., "From the Executive Director's Desk," Junior College Journal,
XXX {:;arch, 1960), 416.

2
Johnson, Goneral Education in Aotion, p. 576.
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to bo excellont, and the concopt of oxcollenco had to extend to various

social and occupational levels, not just to the top.
1

Johnson's interest in developing a variety of individual potentials

toward an expanded concept of excollonco, however, did not prevent him

from joining with othor community-junior college national spokesmen in the

campaign to divert the multitude from its "unrealistic" designs of achieving

professional status. He deplored the "nalo" placed upon university-transfer

programs by social prestige, and he worried about tho plans of what he

ostimated to be 80 to 90 porcont of the school population to enter profes-

sional life, which ho estimated could accommodate only fivo to six percent

of them.
2

In the same article whore ho cited his defense of excellence for

all before a legislative hearing, Johnson complained of the waste created

by allowing students to enter programs boyond their abilities or interests:

A problem which concerns me, and a problem which concerns
you and the taxpayers of this State, is the waste of time and
talent, money and facilities which is occurring as thousands
of students are today enrolled in California junior college
courses for which thoy are not qualified -- sometimes by a
deficiency of achievement or ability, at other times by lack
of intorost or goal. Not only is the time of such students
themselves largely lost, but the burdens of instructors are
increased and the progress of able students is often rotardod. 3

Tice waste of time, money, and effort resulting from unrealistic student

goals, Johnson once stated, could damage the community-junior colleges'

public relations, causing a loss of public confidence and support. Johnson

illustrated the point as follows:

1
B. Lamar Johnson, "Footnotes on Junior College Standards," California

Journal of Secondary Education, XXXV (ay, 1960), 277-278,

2
S. Lamar Johnson, "General Education in the Junior College," North

Central Association C,uarterly, XXIV (April, 1950), 360-361.

3Johnson, "General Education in the Junior College," p. 280.
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A proninont layman expressed ono of several points of view
when he said, "If your eollego dcosn't got students into a
proper slot, you're wasting your time, their time, and a lot
of the taxpayer's money." A biased and naive view, perhaps,
but significant nonotholoss.1

guard against waste, to deter unqualified students from the univorsity-

transfor programs and to guide students into programs whore they could

achieve "excellence" in line with their own "potential," Johnson, liko

the other community-junior college national spokesmen, looked to the

guidance and counsoling program.
2

'hhethor to screen students, to distribute students, or to match

students with programs in keeping with their limitations or their potentials,

the guidance and counseling function of the community-junior college was

heralded by all spokesmen for the movement as the key to success. No part

of the community-junior college ideology has boon so consistently championed

or so little changed throughout the history of the movement.

;Nhero is the "Community Colleqo?"

If the name "junior college" is appropriate for two..yoar colleges

primarily concerned with transferring suitable students on to other higher

institutions, and if the name "community college" is appropriate for two-

year colleges primarily concerned with providing a wide range of programs

geared to serve various groups in the community, then the present tendency

to adopt the "community college" trade-mark in two-year colleges is mis-

leading. At best, the name signifies potential rather than accomplishment.

It is apparent in nearly ovary articlo or book written on two-year colleges

that students, teachers, and the general public continue to value most the.

1
Johnson, General Education in Luton, p. 73.

2Ibid., p. 77; Johnson, "Genoral Education in the Junior Collogo," p. 282.
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university-parallel aspects of those institutions. Even those institutions

most committed to vocational programs and community service, and which expend

tremondous money and effort in those areas, often find that their college

preparatory curricula flourish with little attention and that their vocaa

tional and community programs, except in high prostige aroas such as nursing

and data processing, nosed constant care Ad nouriehment if students are

to be drawn or Eauidod into them. This study has employed the term "com-

manity-junior college" as one which would indicato the historical origins

as well as the current confusion of the community-junior college movoment;

it is not rocommended as a substitute name for a so-called "community col-

log " wnoso performance has yet to conform to its name.

National spokesmen for the community-junior college movement are un-

sure about the name of their movement because they are not certain about

the relative importance of, and the relationships between, the expanding

list of functions of the colleges. There aro, of course, many reasons for

this confusion. Funding from foundations and state and federal governments

in recent years have tended to reward an increased emphasis on vocational -

technical programs. Public sentiments, however, have romained strong for

unrestricted opportunity in higher education and have promoted the idea

that every individual should go as far in the educational system as his

aspiraaions and abilities can take him.
1

It is not the purpose of this

1
;:ana foundations made grants to A:,jC in the 1950's and 1960's. The

Carnegie Corporation continued generous support, including substantial
grants for studios and developmental programs in student personnel services
and faculty training. The W. K. Kellogg Foundation of 'tattle Crook,
Xichigan, beginning in 1959, initiated support 'of expanding and strength-
ening AAJC services and staff. Since 1959, the Kellogg Foundation has
contributed several million dollars to the support of AAJC, the establish-
mont of junior college leadership programs, and other junior college pro-
jects. Some of the other foundations which have granted aid to AAJC are .

U,S. Steel Foundation, the Esso Educational Foundation, the Alfred P. Sloan
Foundation, and the Sears-Roebuck Foundation. Most of those grants, and
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stu.iy, however, to explore all of the reasons for the current confusion

in tne community-junior college movement. It is important, however, to

realise that this confusion is not merely the result of imperfect applica-

tions of a clearly understood community-junior college ideal. The ideal

itself is confused. Aetter the confusion in the ideology results from

conflicting external economic and social forces or from unexamined thinking

within the community-junior college movement is a moot question, and one

that has been sometimes debated among the movement's spokesmen. 'tlhatever

the cause, ideological confusion has resulted and has come to the attention

of community-junior college leaders. Ideologies by their very nature need

to be largely assumed and seldom questioned to be effective. Thus, the

community-junior college ideology is in trouble.

in particular the largest one from the Kellogg Foundation, wore made in recog-
Litton of the important role that junior colleges could make in providing
vocational curricula and effective counseling and guidance. The best source
for information on the foundation grants is Gleazor's regular "From the
Executive Secretary's Desk" report in each issue of the Junior College Journal.
Also see Gleazer's Thlulthecorfunitectoy__con, pp. 38-39ff. The impor-
tance of the early Kellogg grants to AAJC is fully discussed in. Brick, Forum
and Focus, pp. 59-61.

The recommendations of presidential committees and commissions reflect.,
to growing public belief in greater opportunity in higher education. The
.1947 ?resident's Commission on Higher Education which recommended two years
-6t college for 49 percent of the population has been quoted many times in
this study. The President's Committee on Education Beyond High School
recommended in 1957 that communities anticipating substantial growth should
consider building a two-year college. The President's Commission on National
Goals in 1960 recommended that two-year colleges should be within commuting
distance of all high school graduates, except in sparsely populated areas.
The report of the President's Task Force on Higher Education in 1970 set
the expansion of post-high school educational opportunity as the nation's
top "continuing priority," highlighting the role of the two-year college and
e7.phasizing the importance of counseling and guidance. See President's Com
ission on Higher Education, Hic,herarriericanDemoorac (6 vols.;
A:ashington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1947); President's Com-
mittee on Education Beyond the High School, Second Renort to the President
("Ashington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1957 ; ?resident's Com-
mission on National Goals, Goals for A,nericans,(New York: Prentice-Hall, Inc.,
19£")); ?n port of the President's Task Force on Higher Education," Chronicle
of Hi?her Education, October 19, 1970, pp. 3.4.
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Not all social institutions grow as a part of a movement, and not

all movements develop witn an ideology. It is quite possible that the

community-junior college movement, for bettor or for worse, is experiencing

the passing of its ideology. For over a half century many different typos

of institutions--two-year.and four-year (the 6.4-4 plan), religious and

secular, public and private, liberal-arts and vocational, large and small-.

have been united by a common ideological bond. Perhaps the fundamental

nature of the differences among the institutions made it'all the more

portant for them to subscribe to a unifying ideology. It is ironic that

as community-junior colleges have grown more alike the bonds of their

ideology have loosened. As more and more community-junior colleges acquire

the check-list of functions to make them authentic "community colleges,"

the common ideal of What the "community college" should oo, not in terms

of functions but in terms of its mission, is disintegrating. there is the

community college? We can find a community college and we can find com-

munity colleges, but the community college as a common conception is difficult

to find. Such a concept can only exist in the minds of men dreaming of the ,

ideal; when functionally structured to the present it is no longer the

image of what should be.



CHAPTER V

OLD PROBLYS AND NEW PROSPECTS

The community-junior college idectogy may very well be disintegrating,

but it has not yet vanished. Possibly, to borrow a once-popular term within

the community-junior college movement, the ideological decline is not a

utc4.minal" case. There are spokesmen for the community-junior college

movement who are trying to keep old ideals alive and other3 who are trying

to create new ones. While many have abandoned ideological formulations

in lieu of operationally-defined functions, settling for a defined role in

present sooiety instead of promoting a vision of a better, future society,

attempts to revive the missionary energy of the community-junior college

movement continue. These attempts reveal some old problems and suggest some

new prospects.

In this chapter we will encounter some ideas generated by emerging

community-junior college leaders. Medsker, Reynolds, Colvert, and Johnson

continue to contribute ideas to the movement, but they are near or have

reached retirement age and do not represent the new generation of community-

junior college theorists. Gloater continues to hold a central position,

and was made ?resident instead of Executive Secretary of the restructured-

American Association of cosaanntA21 Jtilior Colleges in 1972 (emphasis

added). Important ideas from the new generation of community-junior college

spokesmen have not yet had time to percolate through the movement suffi-

ciently to determine whether they will be assimilated or discarded. Arthur

M. Cohen, K. Patricial Cross, William Moore, Jr., and Terry O'Banion are

261
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among those emerging leaders whose writings have ideological overtones which

we might profitably consider. Only the test of time will demonstrate whether

their attempts to revitalize and reshape the community-junior college ideo-

logy will succeed or whether they will be isolated themes in a movement

already largely given over to practical realities rather than ideological

hopes.

While we cannot predict the outcome of contemporary efforts to renew

or redirect community-junior college ideology, we can bring some historical

perspective to bear on the obstacles such efforts face. There are contin-

uing problems in 01 community-junior college movement which threaten to

pierce old and new ideologi01 formulations with harsh realities. One such
1

problem is the continuing resistance of community-junior coliege students to

accept roles assigned them in the ideology of a lower status than students

of four year colleges and universities. Another is the conflict between

the need of an industrialized society for specially trained workers and the

assumed need of a democratic nation for common values based on common exper-

iences and understandings. Other problems, of more recent origin, also exist

to hamper a unifying set of ideals. The "open door" has generally not ad-

mitted large groups of blacks and other minority groups. The "community

college" has tended to serve only certain segments of its community, These

problems, old and new, confront the emerging leaders of the community-junior

college,movement.with the continuing challenge of bringing their practices

in line with their ideology,

The Problem of the Terminal Student

There has been an ominous consistency in the fact that ever since, the

1920's about two-thirds of entering community-junior college students plan

to transfer to four-year colleges and universities but only about one-third
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of the total number actually do. Community-junior college spokesmen have

attributed this phenomenon to several causes (1) The high prestige that

society has placed upon professional positions- The inability of many

students "realistically" to appraise their abilities, and their lack of

abilities; and (3) The tendency of community-junior colleges to concentrate

their resources more on transfer curricula than vocational-technical our-

ricula. There has never boon any suggestion that community-junior colleges

should try harder to 'qualify two-thirds of their students to transfer; on

the contrary, the idea of limited room at the top of the educational and

social ladder has been an underlying assumption behind the consistent demand

for increased terminal education.

The problem of the "terminal student" was seen as a stimulating challenge

in the ideological campaign of comunity-junior college national spokesmen

in the 1920's and 1930's. We have seen how Koos, Bells, and Campbell con-

fidently expounded during those years that semiprofessional curricula lead-

ing to intermediate jobs, above the trades but below the professions, would

appeal to such students. when terminal curricula was developed and found

to be unappealing to most community - junior college students, the ideology

was able to sidestep any reaction by asserting the need for guidance. If

students were ignorant of their own capabilities and of occupational op-

portunities, it was logically argued. then'they could not be expected to

make wise decisions.

Since World War Two, some community-junior colleges have invested

considerable effort and money in establishing wide-ranging terminal vocation-

al-technical curricula and large student personnel staffs. Students'in such

colleges have received excellent information about themselves and about

available careers, and they have had a wide selection of course programs

to choose from. But Medsker's 1960 study showed that none of that seemed
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to matter; regardless of the type of college or its resources or programs,

the general tondoney persisted that approximately two-thirds of its entering

students aspired to transfer on.1

With the publication of Burton R. Clark's The ganllor Colloe in

1960, a painful awareness of what was happening to the "non-transferring"

transfer student began to enter the thinking of many community-junior college

leaders. Generally, unsuccessful transfer students did not switch into

vocational-technical curricula; those curricula were generally filled by

the other one-third of community-junior,college students who began there in

the first place. The unsuccessful transfer students, it was realized,

even though follow-up studies on such students were rare, were in most cases

drop-outs. Some community-junior college leaders took consolation in the

fact that, as Clark described, such students were "cooled-out" rather than

"thrown-out" as they might have.been at the university. But such consola-

tion was little help to an ideology based upon the promise that the community-

junior college would serve the needs of such students.

Particularly painful was evidence that students dropping out of the

community-junior college were doing about as well academically as those

who stayed. A 1955 study by Jane Matson, which was widely reported in the

community-junior college literature, compared a sample of withdrawing com-

munity-junior college students with a sample of persisting students and

uncovered no significant differences between the groups regarding academic

aptitude or grade point average.2 if academic performance is not the major

1Medsker, The_JuniorCollepe: ProgressandEaspect. P. 112.

2Jane E. Matson, "Characteristics of Students Who Withdraw from a
Public Junior College" (unpublished Ed.0. dissertation, Stanford University.

1955).
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factor in sorting out students in the community-junior college, then one

is left with disturbing questions about the actual causes of the high drop-

out rate which most studies indicate is approximately fifty percent. The

search for adequate answers to these questions has led researchers into var-

ious directions. Invostigations of personality differences among students,

of institutional shortcomings, and of possible faults in sooiety have all

yielded different perspectives.

K. Patricia Cross has studied closely the community - junior college

student population. Compared to their counterparts at four-year colleges,

Cross found community-junior college students less able academically, less

intellectually oriented, and less motivated to seek higher education. She

cautioned, however, that "we possess only traditional measures to describe

a student who does not fit the tradition,"

In particular, Cross has been concerned with that group of students

an earlier generation would have called "terminal." Cross' definition of

New Students includes ethnic minorities and adults, but primarily they are

Caucasians from blue collar families:

Fundamentally, these New Students to higher education are swept
into college by the rising educational aspirations of the citizenry.
For the majority, the motivation for college does not arise from anti-
cipation of interest in learning the things they will be learning in
college but from the recognition that education is the way to a better
job and a better life than that of their parents.2

1K, Patricia Cross, The Junior college Student: A Research Cescri2-
tion (Princeton, New Jersey: Educational Testing Service, 19M, p.

?atricia Cross, BP.Y.P.M_AP__...QPPn..P.PAr... .NOY5te1409YAk tAtLiitghfIr.
Education (San Francico: Jossey -Bass Inc., 1971), P. 15.
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Usihg data from several studies made in the 1960's, including Project

TAUNT and SCOM1 Cross reported that:

Now students are positively attracted to careers and prefer to
learn things that are tangible and useful. They tend not to value
the academic model of hiRher education that is prized by faculty,
preferring instead a vocational model the. will teach them what
they need to know to make a good living.4

Cross' conclusion has a familiar ring to it, sounding the call for new

programs for New Students:

To date, we have concentrated on making Now Students over
into tho image of traditional students, so that they can be served
by traditional education. Our concern has been the creation of
access models to education. We have devised all kinds of ways
to make New Students eligible to participate in traditional hiRhe
education. Remedial courses are designed to remove academic
"deficiencies"; counseling removes motivational "deficiencies";
financial aid removes financial "deficiencies." However, if the
answer to the question 1,.ho should go to college? is to be an
egalitarian response of "everyone," then educational systems will
have to be designed to fit the learning needs of New Students.3

When one looks at the individual interests, motivations, and abil-

ities of New Students as Cross does, then it appears only obvious that new

programs are needed if higher education, or postsecondary education, is to

accommodate such students. Yet Cross is quite vague about the nature of

the programs needed. She skillfully avoids traditional answers which sig-

nal pedagogic controversies, such as "vocational education" or "general

education." Specifying three spheres which encompass the "world's work"

working with (1) people, (2) ideas, and (3) things, Cross proposes that

"each citizen attains excellence in one sphere and at least minimal

1Project TALENT urveyed over 60,000 high school seniors in 1960,
following up with further questionnaires in 1961 and 1965. SCOPE (School

to College: Opportunity for Postsecondary Education) studied a four-state
sample of over 30,000 high school seniors in 1966 with follow-up in 1967.

2Cress, orvIerlDgor, p. 159.

3Ibid., pp. 4-5.
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competence in the other two." Cross does not specify educational programs

appropriate to each sphere, nor does she indicate what criteria of "excellence"

and "minimal competence" should be applied or how. But if the diverging

camps behind general education versus vocational education, which will be

discussed further in the following section, could embrace Cross' categore-

zation and incorporate it into a redirected ideology, the impact could be

significant. There is little evidence, however, that this is likely to be

the case.

Sociologist Jerry M. Katz has charged that Cross' type of psychologi-

cal research wrongly "diverts attention away from the system and toward the

individual."2 Katz follows Burton Clark's example and views the community-

junior college as a social institution functioning in full accord with the

values and needs of society. Like Clark, Katz made a case study of a Cali-

fornia community-junior college. Ls goal was to determine which young people

in the community were served by the college and how. Katz reported that

the institution existed of, by and for the middle class. Sufficient barri-

ers to prevent participatiop by lower classes existed, Katz charged, so

that the so called open-door was a misnomer:

Members of lower socioeconomic groups eke) racial and ethnic mi-
norities, to a great degree, not only do not pass through the
open door, they never approach it. The high attrition and low
high school graduation rates of these groups makes attendance
for most of them impossible. In the race toward equality the
lower class is, essentially, disqualified before the race begins.3

The community-junior college helps maintain the stability of the class

lIbid., p. 165.

2Jerry V. Katz, "The Educational Shibboleth: Equality of Opportunity
in a Democratic Institution, the Public Junior College" (unpublished Ph.D.
dissertation, University of California at Los Angeles, 1967), p.15.

3Ibid., p. 191.
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structure, according to Katz, "by safeguarding low ability children of the

middle class from downward mobility."1 khile projecting an image which

combines "apple pio and Horatio Alger," Katz concludes that in fact the

community-junior collepe "is, in every respect, the creature of the middle

class. It servos its master well."2 From Katz's perspective, all of the

rhetoric about assisting the "terminal student," by whatever label he is

called, is merely a devise to insure a fixed social stratification to the

benefit of the middle class.

Jerome Karabel has expanded upon the sociological investigations of

Clark and Katz.3 Karabel discounts the claim that the community-junior

college has extended benefits to middle and lower classes, charging that

"educational inflation" has eaten up supposed gains. Both in.educational

content and economic value, Karabel finds that high school diplomas and

college degrees have declined in worth as they become more available.

Despite the tremendous expansion of the educational system this century,

Karabel points out that only minimal changes have occured in the system of

social stratification.4

Karabel reports that research on student attrition which controls

variables such as socioeconomic status, aspirations, and ability reveals

that student persistence, as measured by returning for a second year, seem

negatively affected by attending a community-junior college. Karabel notes

1lbid., p. xvi.

2Ibid. p. 191,

'Jerome Karabel, "Community Colleges and Social Stratification," Harvard
Educational Review, XLII (November, 1972), 522-5b2.

4Ibid., p. 525,
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that the commuting situation of most community-junior college students may

be a partial cause for the startling fact that, other things being equal,

a student is less likely to persist in a community-junior college than in

other institutions of higher education. Basically, however, Karabel finds

that the cause is Clark's "cooling-out function" working effectively to pro -

toot existing sooial stratifications.1

Writers within the community-junior college movement have ignored or

rebuffed the charges that they are part of an effort to maintain social

stratifications by cooling-out surplus students. Dorothy Knoellreviewed

the existing research in 1966 and concluded that no conclusion was yet

warranted:

. . no conclusion should be drawn without considerably more
research on the accomplishments of the non-transfers in junior
college and afterwards, to find out whether they became college
drop-outs in the sense of a loss to society, or whether they
were in fact terminal students who gained useful skills and gen-
eral education while in collego.2

While this matter may be in a state of suspended judgment, the community-

junior college ideology cannot promote with the same zeal its mission to

educate that class of people between the masses and the professionals.

With its terminal curricula and its systems of guidance, the community-

junicir college has been tested and been Cound wanting. If the community-

junior college ideology is to maintain a theme of equal opportunity for

all, it will have to completely revise its belief in "guiding" students

into their "proper" positions in society.

In the 1950's and 1960's, as mentioned in the last chapter0 e

lIbid., p. 533.

2Dorothy Knoell, "A Critical Review of Research on the College Drop-
out," in Tho Colloqe Dropout and the Utilization of Talent, ed. by L. A.

Pervin, L. E. Reik, and W. Dalrymple (Princeton University Press, 1966)
p. 80.
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community-junior college national spokesmen attempted to reacoess the nature

and needs of the "non-transferring" transfer student. It will be recalled

that B. Lamar Johnson attempted to persuade California community-junior col-

lege administrators to bo "talent scouts" in search of many different types

of student talent and potential rather than screening agents looking for

student weaknesses and inabilities. This theme has been promoted also by

Edmund J. Gleazer, Jr., the major spokesman for the community-junior college

movement today. In 1959, Gleazer expanded upon the idea of different types

of intelligence, a novel idea at that time in the community-junior college

ideology:

There is not only the kind of intelligence which characterizes
the mathematician and the scientist. There is the intelligence
of the artist whose insights cannot be classified or described
by quantitative means. There is the intelligence of manipula-
tive skill, the dexterity of supple and nimble fingers guided by
a mind that seems tuned to the rhythm of sound and the beat of
the machine. There is the social intelligence of the teacher
with keen sensitivity to the frustrations and the triumphs of
her students. There is the administrative intelligence of the
man who can bring understanding and agreement out of the differ-
ences of strong minds divided in opinion. And there is the in-
telligence of tenderness and compassion of the nurse who ministers
to humankind in valleys of pain and discouragement.'

In his 1968 treatise on the community college, Gloater combines factors such

as too much status-consciousness, individual abilities, social need, and

varieties of intelligence to reinforce the ideal of distributing students

more diversely in educational programs:

The problem begins with an enthusiasm in our society for the
"upper" (white collar) occupations, emphasizing the professional
and managerial categories and consequently giving lower status to
other occupational categories. In a nation which encourages as-
piration and puts its faith in economic and social mobility, there
is nothing wrong with this--if.a person can indeed qualify for the
presumably greater responsibilities at the top of the ladder and

'Edmund J. Gloater, Jr., "From the Executive Director's Desk," Junior
Colleen Journal, XXIX (March, 1939), 424.



271

if society can use him. Realistically, however, one must face
the fact of an almost infinite variety of human talent and a be-
wildering array of societal tasks. It is to be hoped that talents
and tasks can be linked up. Among the most urgent obligations
of education is that of removing the handicaps that interfere
with this process.1

For most of its existence, the community-junior college ideology has

divided community-junior college, students into transfer and terminal cate-

gories. Even students who stated that they were transfer students and who

enrolled in transfer curricula were viewed, theoretically, as terminal

students if they were not somehow predestined to transfer. The rationale

supporting this view has been undermined, however, by an awareness that

the two types of students are not really as different as believed. Further-

more the needs of terminal students which were determined by community-

Junior college educators were not the needs expressed by those students

themselves, even after the students were processed through systems of coun-

seling and guidance. To survive at all, it is obvious that the community-

junior college ideology has to incorporate a new view of students; indeed,

a new view of human nature. This will not be easily done, for the old

dichtemy goes deep into the structure of the ideology and affects all of

its parts. Ferhaps the ideas of Johnson and Gleazer are the beginning of

a new perspective on students, and perhaps the views of human nature held

by Cross and other emerging leaders will further the change. At this point

in time, however, most of the ideas and structures in the community-junior

college movement reflect the traditional view that students, indeed all men,

can be rank-ordered and trained to the competency demanded at their level,

a level determined by their nature and by the needs of society.

MO.E.F.O....*

1,vleazer, This Is the community olleoe, p. 71..
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Vocational Versus General Education

In recent years the community-junior college ideology, as explained

in the previous chapter, has been unable to sot priorities among the set

of functions that a "community college" performs. Historically, the nom-

munity-junior college ideology has never been able.to establish whether

vocational or general education was its primary target. As much as possible,

the issue was side-stepped by the insistance that there was no dichotomy

between education for a good life and education for a good living. The

great faith in "terminal education" proclaimed in tho 1920's and 1930's

was shared by advocates of both vocational and general education, with the

general educationalists haVing a slight edge. In that era, however, as

Chapter III demonstrated, the proponents of general education foresaw the

civic training of a partioular semiprofessional class in society, a olass

that would have its own type of work to correspond to its relative social'

position. After World War Two as discussed in Chapter IV, the revival of

general education exemplified the national concern for a citizenry which

would be united in support of national policies and in opposition to foreign

and internal conspiracies. During the 1940's and 1950's, national security

took precedence over industrial training, although the two were seldom at

odds. Perhaps it was the reaction to Sputnik I, or perhaps it was internal

industrial needs asserting themselvesqover ideological defenses, that led

to a resurgence in the late 1950's and in the 1960's of specialized indus-

trial training and related services. Whatever the cause, it came.

In the mid-1960's, a surge of enthusiasm for vocational-technical

education hit the community-junior college movement. Some of the impulse

came from private foundations. The W. K. Kellogg Foundation, which had

picked up some of AAJC's operational expenses in 1959, announced a three-

quarter million dollar grant in 1965 "for a program which will provide
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leadership in stimulating and assisting the development of semiprofessional

and technical programs in junior colleges." Reporting the grant to the

AMC membership, Oleazer admitted: The Association has increasingly viewed

this field as a major part of its mission."' At approximately the same

time, Gleaner announced a grant from the Sloan Foundation to identify

"pookets of excellence" in three clusters of technical fields -- paramedical,

engineering, and business. With only a nod to cultural education, Gleazer

announced:

The needs for specialized manpower and the education required
to moot them relate directly to some of the most critical prob-
lems American society today, poverty and unomployment, slums,
and ethnic ,.:7-"rest. The right kind of education to meet these
needs is that which is occupationally oriented. However, this
does not mean that the program of education must be so exclusive-
ly vocational that it shuts out extension of cultural horizons or
.restricts adaptability to change.4

The federal government has also been an influencial force in support

of increased vocational education. Joseph Cosand, once head of the St.

Louis community-jurior college system and then U.S. Assistant Commissioner

of FAucation, has called for a new emphasis upon career choices and voca-

tioral training throughout the entire educational system, from kindergar-

ten to graduate school.3 For community-junivr colleges in particular,

federal aid for vocational programs has had a longer continous history

and accounts for the largest single tppropribtiun of any category of fed-
,

oral ai4.4 The Higher Education Act of 1972 authorized $85 million over

1 Edmund J. Gleazer, Jr., "AAJC Approach: New Kellogg Commitment,"
)untor College Journal, XXXVI (December, 1965), 4.

2Edmund J. Gleazer, Jr., "AAJC Approach: A Partnership in Occupational
ducation," Junior College Journal, XXXV (February, 1965), 4.

34uotod in James Hitchcock, "The New Vocationalism," Change, V ( pril,

1973)1, 47.
4John Lombardi, "A New Look at Vocational Education," Change, (Special

Junior College Edition), V (March, J973), 32b.
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A three year period for postsecondary occupational education, and less than

one-third as much--$275,000--for the establishment of new community-junior

colleges and the expansion of old ones, The Act makes this definition of

postsecondary education:

The term "postsecondary occupational education" means education,
training, or retraining . . conducted by an institution .

which is designed to prepare individuals for gainful employment
as semi-skilled or skilled workers or technicians or sub-profes-
sionals in recognized occupations (including now and emergihq
occupations) . but excluding any program to prepare indivi-
duals for employment in occupations . . . to be generally consi-
dered professional or which require a baccalaureate or advanced
degree.1

Clearly, the bulk of the federal monies aim to support vocational education,

and just as clearly aim not to support transfer-oriented programs in com-

munity-junior colleges.

The business community is another apparent force behind increased vo-

cational education in community-junior colleges. In part this is reflected

in support from foundations previously mentioned. The preponderance of

businesSion on local Boards of Trustees also tends to bolster support for

vocational programs. Cohen states that when "corporate managers . . , announce

a need for skilled workers . . college administrators trip over each other

in their haste to organize a new technical curriculum."2 Increasingly, na-

tionally prominent blAinessmen are underscoring the importance of vocational

education in community-junior colleges.3 This stands in marked contrast

to the overwhelming support given by the business community during the earlier

lowisurftemmYea...

1Quoted in Karabel, "Community Colleges and Social Stratification,"
p. 545.

2Arthur M. Cohen, "Stretching Pre-College Education," Social Policy,
II (May/June, 1971), 6.

3P, B. Ryan, "thy iniustri Needs the Junior College," in William K.
Orilvie and Max R. Raines (eds.), Perspectives on the Community-Junior

) (Now York: Appleton-Century Crofts, 1971), p. 71.
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half of the century to the development of "social intelligence" and "citi-

zenship" rather than specific technical skills.

As might be expected, advocates of vocational-technical education do

not entirely dismiss the importance of general education for purposes of

better citizenship, but they argue that profound social benefits accrue from

expanded job training. Norman Harris, the leading community-junior college

spokesman committed singularly to technical-vocational education, makes

this argument concerning social values and'the costs of technical education:

1Nhen people say society cannot afford to provide higher edu-
cation for all who can profit by it, tell them we cannot afford
not to provide it . . . Call their attention to such costs as
these, which society seems to pay without too much anguish; 0,800
a year to keep a juvenile delinquent in a detention home; $3,500
a year to keep a criminal in a state prison; $2,500 a year (or
more) for an unemployed worker and his family on relief . . .

The p300 per year per student for a good junior college tech-
nical program sounds like a bargain special in comparison.'

Although the curricular pendulum in community-junior colleges seems

to be swinging toward a major emphasis upon vocational-technical education,

the movement is not without resistance. Cohen has observed that

. . . the ghost of general education continues to flit about the
corridors of the junior colleges, jumping out at vocational and
technical teachers, swinging in the rafters at every meeting of
the curriculum committees, standing nobly beside the president
each time he attends a convocation.2

The majority of faculty, as almost all writers about community-junior col-

leges.note, cling to ideas of education from their own four-year college

and university educations, in which general education was upheld by strict

requirements. Even Gloater's strong support for a new emphasis upon voca-

tional education is-softered by a continuing commitment to developing the

1
Norman C. Harris, "Major Issues in Junior College Technical Education,"

In Ogilvie and Raines, Ibid., p. 273.

2Arthur M. Cohen and Associates, A Constant Variable (San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass Inc., 1971), pp. 128-129.
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"whole person." Mile arguing for increased technical education, Gloater

has been careful to add that such training prepares one for job entry only

and that a life-long commitment is not called for. He avoids the phrase

"terminal education," and prefers to speak of an open-ended future for in-

dividuals completing vocational-technical curricula. In one of Gloater's

AMMO recent writings, his commitment to general education emerges in the

form of developing individual self-concepts in students, a humanistic goal

which he places before both manpower needs and the need to resolve community -

junior college "identity-crisis":

I say that our clues to service in these days of our lives
are not taken from the conventional and traditional ways of edu-
cation. To accommodate to the recognized and authorized struc-
tures of higher education is not the most essential matter. Our
paramount goal is not to produce technicians for the nation's e-
conomy. Our aims are not fulfilled in a national manpower policy- -
forgive the very expression. Somehow- -with all of our numbers- -
our bigness- -the mission before us now is not to establish the
identity of the junior college but to discover how our resources
can be utilized as the young people and adults in the areas we
serve discover their own identities.

This I think is the most pressing problem of our day - -in a
world of multiplying billions of people - -in a society of rapid

change. The student--young or olderasks: Isho am I? Aat tre
the options before me? How do I achieve them? Not for a moment
would I suggest that our institutions have sole responsibility
for the emergence of the individual's salf-concept. But I do
maintain that there is a great deal we can do, and without this
abiding connern as 'a beginning point to set our scale of values,
our programs and procedures will fail.1

There are strong voices remaining in the community-junior college

movement which argue in defense of general education as opposed to special-
.i.e,,s4r Tan see

ized training.'' Arthur M. Cohen, perhaps following in the footsteps oies

senior colleague at the University of California at Los Angeles, has con-

struoted a visionary model of futuristic and idealistic community-junior

college education based upon four core courses in the "traditional areas

'Edmund J. neater, Jr., "AMC Approach: A Time of Change," Junior
College Journal, XL (April, IWO), 5.
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of communications, humanities, sciences, and social sciances."1 Not more

introductory courses to specialized disciplines, these courses are inter-

disciplinary and aim to involve students in personally relevant learning.

Vocational education takes place outside of the college, in factories and

shops, with the college certifying satisfactory completion of training in

accord with requirements. The college itself, however, is not a workshop

but a center for learning through objectives the broad areas of knowledge

historically significant in the human experience.

Terry O'Banion has spent a decade, first as a Dean of Students at two

Florida community-junior colleges and then as a prefessor of higher education

at the University of Illinois, proposing.curricular and student personnel

programs to develop student self-awareness and to assist self-development.

Rather than fitting students to.existing notches in society, O'Banion en-

visions a core of general education experiences building Upon knowledge of

self and expanding into knowledge of others, society and the world. O'Banion

does not ignore the external realities of job markets, but he does assign

them a lesser priority than student self-fulfillment.2

K. Patricia Cross' curricular goal, for three areas of competence for

all students, mentioned previously, can also be considered in support of

general education, although Cross dons not tackle the basic question of the

relative importance between general and specialized learning. It is easy

to pay lip service to both general and vocational education, and just as

1Arthur M. Cohen, Dateline In: Heretical Concepts for the Community
College (Beverly Hills, Calif.: Glencoe Press, 196), p. 14.

2See Terry O'Banion, Alice Thurston, and James Gulden, "Student Per-
sonnel '+'ork: An Emerging Model," Junior Colleen Journal, XLI (November,
1970), 6.14; also see Terry O'Banion anti April O'Connell, The Shared Journu:
An Introduction to :!ncountor (Englowocd Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall Inc.,
Orrid1,arnrri101Banion, Teachers for Tomorrow: Staff Levelopment in the
Community-Junior College (Tucson: 'Iho University of Arizona cress, 1972).
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easy to deny any real conflict between the two, but at some point curri-

culum planners must face the divisive question of how many courses will

be requIred for degree-seeking students. Out of a fixed number or units

in a one or two-year program, battlelines are formed over how many units

will be required for general education courses, for specialized courses

in the major field, and for elective choices. While few educators in the

community-junior college movement claim that all of a student's program

should be devoted to elither general or specialized courses exclusively,

there appears to be no simple ground for compromise in the middle.

Collins and Collins have argued for a nifty -fifty split between general

and specialized' learning, as strong a claim for general education units

found in the community-junior college movement in recent years. Their ra-

tionale is forceful, taking into account the basic arguments for extensive

general education:

(There is an) essential difference between the value perception
of the comprehensive community college and that of the technical
institute. The latter works toward producing a well-honed, effi-
cient, productive cog who will fit neatly into the economy and
who will find his satisfactions in the rewards of the economy.
The comprehensive public community college makes the rejoinder
that if economic productivity were the only aim, then the stock-
holders to whom the profit will accrue should pay for the train-
ing of the worker,,just as they pay for the machine which he will
operite. Education is an obligation of the total society because
it is the total man, not just the economic man, who, one by one,
makes up the membership of that society. It is this unequivocal
insistence that no part should dominate the whole, that a man is
a man not just a unit of production, which lies behind the re-
sistance of many curriculum committees to establish certificate
programs in vocational specialties, and which explains the fre-
quent 1:1 ratio of general to specialty education written into
the graduation requirements. This last observation applies as
much to the transfer student as to the technical-vocational stu-
dent. If the associate in arts or associate in science degree
calls for a minimum of sixty semester units, then no;more than
thirty should bo in a specialty field whether that specialty be
pre-professional chemistry or pre-vocational electronics. In

either case the remaining thirty units should be devoted to those
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common elements which experience has demonstrated to be essential
to preparation for manhood, for fulfillment of potential, for
self-actualization.1

Few community-junior colleges required 30 units of general education

in 1966,,when the Collins brothers made their case, and even fewer do to-

day. The state of California, with the greatest number of community-junior

colleges, recently mandated a minimum of fifteen general education units

for an A.A. or an A.S. degree, but a student may very well satisfy three

or six of the required units through introductory courses to his specialized

course of study. Many one-year programs have no general education require-

ments at all. Thus the community-junior college ideology has far, to go be

fore it can embrace the idea that personal fulfillmeht, in terms of a student's

own perceptions, is the goal of the movement. The movement has always held

the assumption that the structure of an industrial society was inevitably

and desirably fixed, and that their primary role was to adapt individuals

to that 'structure. Male always seeking an accommodation between individual

wants and social realities, community-junior colleges have always operated

as if reality existed in the social structure and fancy existed in the minds

of individuals,

Minority Groups and the "Open Door"

The community- junior college ideology did not develop in a vacuum.

Its basic concepts were essentially those prevailing in the wider American

society. The protestant-capitalistic ethic of individualism, hard work,

And competition permeated the community-junior college ideology just as it

did most other sements NiAmerican thought. It was a typo of individual-

ism Which allowed and often encouraged a teamwork approach in support of

government and business but which seldom conceived a legitimate organized,

1C.C. Collins and J.J. Collins, The Case for the Community College:
A Critical ArpraisAl of lisilP.sophy anrIctiorr.Cajoti,utiCalifornia:
Published by the authors, )9670), pp. 27-2T.----
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collective opposition to established governmental and business policies.

In this study, community-junior college national spokesmen have been quoted

challenging the legitimacy of labor organizations and advocating the break-

ing -down f family customs which presented obstacles to the educational

goals of heir institutions. Until fairly recently, as Rush Welter has

observed in regard to American education as a whole, community-junior college

educators have been confident that they could shape individual intellects

into a common enough pattern to insure social harmony. But, as Welter has

pointed out, recent years have witnessed a loss of faith in the power of

"popular intelligence" to keep society on an orderly course, and theories

of group interests and countervailing powers have appeared to be more realis-

tic means of social order and balance.' Without necessarily accepting

Welter's thesis as fact, it can be used to explain in part the inability

of the community-junior college ideology to cope with the sudden realiza-

tion that the community-junior college, which boasted of an "open door"

for all individuals was at the same time closed to large groups.

...Tames W, Reynolds, who all along was less inclined to believe that

the "community colleges" were actually geared to community needs, was one

of the few community-junior college national spokesmen selected for this

study to raise the question of group discrimination in community-junior

colleges. Studying selected junior colleges in various parts of the nation I

in the late 1950's, Reynolds, interviewed people from the community at large,

key people in the community (public officials, well-known businessmen, etc.),

.s.s well as college administrators, teachers, and.students. He then compared

the attitudes, awareness, and accuracy of the ilrious groups as they related
a

to community - junior college community service piograms. Reynolds reported

that 73 percent of the upper class and 67 percent of the middle class sur-

veyed had participated in various junior college classes and community

Popular Eduuation and Democratic Thought in Ameriea (New
.York: Columbia University Frees, 1962), PP. 329-335.
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service programs, but that only 38 porcont of the lower class sample had

so participated. Reynolds concluded:

The junior college community service program currently is
not serving members of the lower social classes. Reasons ascribed
for this include insufficient awareness of the program, and un.
realistic opinions concerning it. This conclusion carries spe.,
cific implications regarding a needed expansion of the prliogram.i

It has taken community-junior college educators some time to realize

or to care that their institutions did not attract many disadvantaged or

ethnic minority students, and that those attracted faced dim prospects.

Black administrator William Moore, Jr., angrily charged in 1970 that commu-

nity-junior college teachers, counselors, and administrators designed and

operated a curriculum with an unfair number of barriers for those he calls

"high-risk students."2 Inadequate testing measures and disparaging reme-

dial programs wore particular targets of Moore's anger. Moore noted that

student unrest in the nation's community-junior colleges, unlike that at

universities, came from ethnic students without opportunities for success.

In some areas, particularly inner-city ghetto-type areas, community.

junior colleges have made stark changes in response to student needs--demands,

in some cases. Malcolm X College in Chicago and Merritt College in Cali-

fornia led the way in developing complete Black study curriculums which

afforded to students uninterested and unsuccessful in traditional studies

new opportunities.3 In community - junior colleges as a whole, enrollments

of ethnic minority students is rising rapidly although still below their

1James W. Reynolds, An .Analysis of Community Service Programs (1960)
mimeographed, p. 60.

illiam Moore, Jr., Against the Odds (San Francisco: Jossey-Pass

3John Lombardi and Edgar A. Quimby, BlaCk Studies in Community Colleges
(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, i971).
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proportional percentage in the entire population.1 A third of the two-

year colleges in 1972 reported offering, minority focused programming, and

only twelve had identifiable units or locations for minority studies, such

as a Black Cultural Center or a Chicano Center.2

Some community - junior college educators, particularly Moore, Cross,

Dorothy Knoell, and William Birenbaum,3 have been attempting to penetrate

the community-junior college ideology with the sharp question of whether.

equal access to higher education is really enough. For true equality of

opportunity, they argue that special programs and methods are needed.

Success with peer counseling and tutoring,.non-punitive grading, and spe-

cially trained teachers led these authors to recommend scuttling counter-

productive "testing and telling" and de6aning remedial courses.

One of the serious problepis encountered in developing new programs for

new students is that such programs may lack academic transferability and

be considered "the low road." The history of minority groups being

channeled into remedial and vocational programs lesser in status and earn-

ing power than B.A. degree oriented programs cautions wary minorities about

"terminal" programs disguised by new labels. Minority students have often

been victimized by that part of the community-junior college idelogy which

directs that each student should be trained for a suitable role in society

11n 1972, one study reported that 9.2t of full-time community-junior
college students wore Negroes and 3.?t were Mexican-Americans. Faculty
members representing Negro, Mexican-American, Puerto-Rican, and American
Indian accounted for only 4..5 of community-junior college facul-
ty. See Andrew Goodrich, Lawrence Lexotte, and James Welch, "Minorities
in Two-Year Colleges," _community,..and_Aunior.Colleeejournal, XLIII (Decem-
ber, 1972/January, 1973), pp. 28-31.

2
Ibid., p. 30.

'Moore and Cross have already been introduced. Birenbaum!e ideas are
concisely stated in William Birenbaum, "Equal Access to What?," ERIC Jun-
ior College Research Reviols, V (May, 1971), 10-11. Also see Dorothy M.
Knoell, Peonle ';fho .`feed (77,11ege: A Report on Students Have Yet To Serve

(Washington,' D.C.: AAJC, 1970).
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in keeping with his interests and abilities. With low motivation and low

scores on tests of academic aptitude ofton accompanying the minority student

to the community-junior college, it is common to place him in a remedial

program with negative status. His courses often have course numbers be-

ginning with zero's to indicate that they are not really college-level

courses. Such a structure is not consciously designed to "keep the disad-

vantaged down," but is rather the result of the long-standing idea in the

community-junior college ideology that there is a natural ordering of ed-

ucational levels, occupational levels, and levels of human talent which

exist on a linear scale and all of which correlate with each other. It is

a new form of Social Darwinism which seeks out the differences among men

and attempts to structure them along a continuum from inferior to superior.

The reluctance of minority students to enroll in remedial and vocation-

al programs reflects more than past discriminations. Karabel comments on

the'tendency for all students to resist programs which do not transfer:

This is not an irrational obsession with four -year diplomas
on the part of the students. It is not just snobbish prejudice:
there are sound structural reasons for the low status of career
education in the community college. At the base of an educational
.institution's prestige is its relationship to the occupational and
class structure of the society in which it operates. The community
college lies at the base of the stratification of higher education
both in the class origins of its students and in their occunational
destinations. Within the community college, the vocational curri-
culum is at the bottom of the prestige hierarchyagain, both in
terms of social composition and likely adult status.

It is unrealistic, then, to expect that community college
vocational programs, the bottom tract of higher education's bottom
track, will have much status . . .

The educational establishment's concern with the low status
of occupational programs in the community colleges reveals much
more about.its own ideology than it does about the allegedly irra-
tional behavior of students resistant to vocational education.1

It is true that the community-junior college ideology has tended to

conceal the social causes of students' "unrealistic aspirations," yet Karabel

1 Karabel, "Community Colleges and Social Stratification," pp. 548-549.
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might also have added that the conservative view of community-junior college

leaders led them to think more of national stability than unfulfilled'needs

of groups or individuals. In a 1969 policy statement on the role of com-

munity-junior colleges in regard to disadvantaged groups, the Board of

Directors of AAJC revealed their national aims and their desire for a homo-

genous, harmonious population:

The Association recognizes that poverty and prejudice are
barriers to opportunity for millions of Americans and thus im-
pediments that restrict and threaten national progress. AAJC
also believes that education, and particularly two-year colleges,
must help lead the assault which now is only in its formative
stages. This assault must not close only the gap in educational
opportunities, but cultural and economic gaps as well, and the
two-year colleges can and should play a leading role in overcom-
ing all of these gaps.1

Since Edmund J. Gleazer, Jr. stands out among the community-junior.

college national spokesmen in this study as the most active contemporary

theorist, his ideas will again be considered here, this time in regard to

the openness of the "open door." It is an issue which Gleazer himself

identified as the most critical one facing community-junior colleges in

the 1970's, even more critical than financial support, recruitment of good.

faculty, or resolving the "identity crisis."2 Gleazer viewed the issue

as nothingless than one of whether or not the.community-junior college

was a promise or a fake:

Almost glibly the community college has been described as
an open-door institution. Its adherents have said that it draws
a new college-going population, that it is an agency for social
and economic mobility, that it provides educational opportunity
where none existed before, that the junior college meets a vari-
ety of needs that other higher institutions cannot or will not
meet, that in a program of universal educational opportunity the
community college will be the key institution.

lEdmuni J. Gleazer, Jr., "AAJC Approach:
tared," Junior College Journal, XXXIX (Parch,

2EdmUnd J. Gleazer, Jr.,, "The Community
Educational ?Alcor!) LI (Winter, 1970), 48-49.

Programs for the Disadvan-
1969), 11.

College Issue of the 1970's,"
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Do these statements have a familiar ring? They do to me,
because I doubt that anybody has made them more ofton than I,
And I believe firmly that by taking this direction of development
the community college will earn its reason for being. But it
is my iMprossion that too few have soon the open door or hoard
tho invitation, and altogether too many who have taken us at our
word have found that their real needs have not been met. We must
do better, or the promise is a fake,1

For a loyal adherent to an ideology to even imagine that a basic part of

the ideology might be a fake is an unmistakable sign that the ideology

is faltering. It was one thing for Burton R, Clark, an outsider to the

movement, to question the real nature of the "open door," and quite another

thing for the Executive Director of AAJC to do the same.

But Gleazer did not always fix such a critical eye on this aspect of

the community-Junior college ideology; often he uttered its rhetoric with-

out tho slightest hint of doubt. In his book on the community college he

stated:

. . the poor in the inner city have in part created their own
barriers, partly psychological and partly duo to lack of under-
standing, to taking advantage of the community colleges' open
doors. And the colleges in the past have ignored and neglected
these people, failing to reach out to them and to destroy the
barriers. Today, ways are being found to involve the poor in pro-
grams at the community college level which will help them help
themselves to find social fulfillment.2

When Max Lerner used his syndicated newspaper column to state that junior

colleges lacked prostige for black student3, Gleazer responded defensively.

"If Mr. Lerner is right," Gleazer retorted, "then what are the thousands

of black students who are enrolled in junior colleges doing there?"3 Even

though Gleazer would admit the same problem at other times, particularly

addressing people within the movement, his inability to accept the problem

1 Ibid., p.

2Gleam.,

3Edrii-'

49.

This Is the c2rninitycollop,e, pp. 88-89.

Gleazer, Jr.. "AAJC Approach: The Prestige Factor," Junior

College XL (September, 1969), 5,
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when stated by an outsider is no doubt related to his strong ideological

commitment to the community-junior college movement.

A confession of past sins and a promise to rectify them need not weaken

an ideology; indeed, such a step could revive faltering idealism. One won-

ders if such a revival will result from Gleazer's recent campaign to revive

general education with a focus on the individual "self" and to make good

on the promise of the "open door." Gleazor seems to be bringing this all

together into a now ideological pattern when he states:

Can wo come up with the instructional strategies, the pro-
fessional attitudes, and the kind of community understanding of
our task which will really put us into the business of tapping
pools of human talent not yet touched? There is something still
a little distasteful about this, We talk about "slow learners"
and "educationally handicapped" and "disadvantaged" in ways that
sometimes seem so condescending that if I were one of the so-
called "disadvantaged," I would say: "Go to the Devil!" How
cPn we achieve a depth of understanding not only about the real
needs of potential students, but also about ourselves and our
institutions, our shortcomings, limitations, and cultural tunnel
vision, so that we can begin to communicate?'

In the past, the "open door" basically led to three types of exits:

one leading on to higher educational institutions; one leading to semi-

professional careers; and one which was hidden from view through which

uncounted numbers of "cooled-out" students left the community-junior col-

lege. To pass successfully through the institution's corridors, students

were expected not only to acquire necessary skills but also to develop a

basically uniform style of life and type of thinking that community-junior

college leaders deemed essential to the orderly progress of the nation.

If the ideal of the community-junior college is broadened to support a

variety of life-styles and educational programs as wide as the proverbial

"open door," and if the nature of man is truly considered to be benign

and inclined toward positive, self-fulfilling growth, then perhaps the

1Gleazer, "The Community College Issue of the 1970's," p. 51.
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community-junior college ideology is taking a significant turn. But if,

in fact, humanistic rhetoric is being used merely as window-dressing to

make more palatable a fundamental desire to structure human beings to assume

unfilled positions in a specialized, industrialized society, then the dis-

crepancy between the ideal and the real will continue to widen until the

very proponents of the ideology can no longer subscribe to it in good con-

science. At that poi.t. if it should ever come, the community-junior college

ideology can be pronounced officially dead.

Conclusion

One should not judge the value of the ::ommunity-junior college move-

ment in the United States by considering only its ideology. Because commu-

nity-junior college national spokesmen sold the idea of guidance and coun-

seling as a means to redirect university-aspiring students into vocational

programs, it does not necessarily follow that counselors in the community-

junior colleges did not often aid and abet their students in achieving

goals that their records showed to be unrealistic. And because the spokes-

men articulated the ideal of the masses conforming to waspish ideas of

moral behavior, it does not mean that community-junior college students

did not often acquire from some of their instructors and from other students

a greater tolerance of different life-styles allowing them to emerge from

the institutions with a more flexible reper;oire of behaviors and more

independent attitudes. It is perhaps one of the saving graces of the com-

munity-junior college movement that varieties of human talent have often

emerged in ways unintended by its builders.

It is difficult to take comfort, however, in the main thrust of the

community- junior college ideology. Overall, it has been built upon an

idealization of an industrialized, technological society and a fear of the
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meaner aspects of human nature. It has sou'ht conformity in the masses

to insure against internal disorder and international weakness. It has

accepted an elitist view of human mture and has structured its institutions

to sort the elite from the masses. It has presumed to know what the masses

of people want, undaunted by the fact that the people "thought they wanted

somethinR different."

If today we lived in an industrial utopia in which men felt their na-

ture fulfilled, then perhaps the arrogance and dictatorialism of the ideo-

logy would appear prophetic and rational. Put that ideal state has yet

to ba reached and is in fact being questioned by ever increasing numbers

of people as an achievable ideal, In today's world, the earlier vision of

a super-technocracy appears more of a nightmare than a dream. The commu

nity-junior college national spokesmen did not create their own vision of

a future society; the belief in progress, a rationally structured society,

and operable scales of social and human evolution abounded during the last

half of the nineteenth and the first half of the twentieth centuries. It

may very well appear to us today that their plans were more elitist than

democratic, more totalitarian than contributive to a free society, and more

mechanistic than humanistic. It did not appear so to them. There was no

conspiracy to foster an elitist, undemocratic, industrial society. Conspir-

acy involves secrecy, and the plans of community-junior college national

spokesmen were open and aboveboard for all to see. Today we see them differ-

ently than they did, or at least we measure them against different values.

Accepting the sincerity and good faith of community-junior college

national spokesmen, however, does not ease the discomfort which comes with

the realization that their stated ideals were distinctly elitist, undemo-

cratic, and disparaging of human nature. At the outset of this study,

the writer found frequent references to such terms as "democratic citizenship,"
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"individual opportunity," and "the people's college" which initially appeared

to offset some of the more blatant statements of the need for popular con-

trol and efficient structuring in society. At first the writer thought

that, like the good Christians they were, the spokesmen sought to promote

action by illustrating both the attractions of heaven and the horrors of

hell. But their vivid images of hell- -the constant threat of the masses

to societyand their abstract images of heaven - -an undefined technological

society that existed somewhere in the future - -made it seem obvious that

their minds were on present evil rather than future good. The community-

junior college ideology does have a number of democratic terms in its vo-

cabulary, but the concepts behind the terms and the manner in which they

have generally been employed reflect a greater interest in social control

than in helping individuals to promote their own development.

In many ways, then, the passing of the community-junior college ideo-

logy, if attempts to revive it fail and it does in fact disintegrate, is

not one to be mourned. Perhaps, as many contemporary community-junior col-

lege national spokesmen maintain, more of a realistic and less of an ideo-

logical understanding of the community-junior college is needed to allow

it to function effectively and to communicate more clearly with other ed-

ucational institutions and the general public. It is not necessary to for-

sake all ideals while jettisoning an ideology; it does become necessary,

however, to state such ideals with an acceptance of realistic limitations

imposed by existing conditions. '6hat is given up with the loss of an ideo-

logy is a future dream and a plan for making it come true. Depending on

the dream, that ii'd great deal to lose.
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